Discovering the Archaeologists of Europe – Researching the European Archaeological Community.
Czech Republic – National Report.

1. Introduction.
This National Report has been created as part of a joint project „Discovering the archaeologists of Europe“, with participation of 12 EU member states (Belgium, Czech Republic, Ireland, Cyprus, Hungary, Germany, the Netherlands, Austria, Greece, Slovakia, Slovenia, Great Britain). The goal of the project was to gather data comparable between different countries, and also garner a basic understanding of the composition and of the state of the archaeological community in a large section of Europe. The inspiration for this effort was a similar project that run in the 2002 – 2003 period in Great Britain (Aitchison, K. – Edwards, R., Archaeology Labour Market Intelligence: Profiling the Profession 2002/03, Reading 2003), and an even older project from 1997 – 1998, also from Great Britain. Our project took place from October 2006 until September 2008.         
2. 1. An archaeologist.
A person may work as an archaeologist in the Czech Republic if they have completed a university degree in social sciences focused on archaeology (pre-historic, mediaeval, classical archaeology, Egyptology), at least to a Master’s Degree level (Mgr. title).  
In situations that involve field research, the organization that employs an archaeologist must fulfill additional conditions. A license to conduct field research is issued by the Ministry of Culture of the Czech Republic. The basic condition for obtaining this permit is an approval of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, with which the organization must subsequently sign a contract outlining the scope and the conditions for performing this research (§21, subpar. 2 of the Law on Protecting Historical Monuments No 20/87 Coll.). In practice, these contracts would be concluded with the Institutes of Archaeology in Prague and in Brno.    
From the law stem further obligations imposed on archaeologists, as well as on the organizations where they work. These conditions include having sufficient laboratory equipment to treat archaeological finds, having the space necessary for scientific study, for documenting archaeological finds, and for at least temporary storage of moveable archaeological finds. Moreover, archaeologists who are the professional guarantors of the archaeological activities of the given organization must have at least two years of specialized experience  (§21, subpar. 3 of the Law on Protecting Historical Monuments  No 20/87 Coll., as amended). They must also submit a report on each archaeological research project announcing its commencement, and a detailed report outlining its results. Both of these documents are filed at the central archaeological archive administered by the Institutes of Archaeology of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic in Prague and in Brno.     
Some types of archaeological research (for instance field walking) may also be conducted by persons without formal archaeological education as a hobby. The condition for engaging in such activities is the willingness to cooperate with one of the organizations authorized to conduct archaeological research, which will offer the person scientific guidance and guarantee.   

Any violations of the above-outlined conditions may result in sanctions according to the Law on Protecting Historical Monuments, and according to the Czech Republic’s penal code.
2. 2. Archaeology and archaeologists in the Czech Republic.

Archaeology is a well-established scientific discipline in the Czech Republic. Its origins can be traced back to museum environment (The Archaeological Union of the National Museum Society, founded in 1841). University education in this discipline has been offered since 1850 (Charles University in Prague). From 1989, the discipline has been undergoing significant changes (just as the rest of the Czech society), which we will attempt to summarize briefly. 

Before we begin, though, we must include several opening remarks.

The basic framework for archaeology, and particularly for archaeological field research, is set by the Law on Protecting Historical Monuments. The first such law in the then-Czechoslovak Republic was adopted in 1958. A new law, modifying some of the basic principles of historical monument preservation, and also containing provisions on preserving immoveable and moveable archaeological finds, was adopted in 1987. Even back then, the law contained provisions for legal entities to cover the costs of archaeological research. These provisions were broadened in 1992 to include an obligation to cover the cost of research by an investor of any project constructed for commercial purposes. At the moment, a brand new Law on Protecting Historical Monuments is being drafted, intended to reflect the wholly different social and legal environment in the Czech Republic.          

The consequence of the 1987 and 1992 legislation is the fact that the bulk of financial resources in archaeology stem from projects paid for by investors, i.e. from rescue archaeological research. 
An ever increasing influence on archaeology is exerted by the fact that the Czech Republic is divided into 14 geographical regions („regions“), delimited within the context of the historical Czech lands (Bohemia, Moravia, Silesia). A change in government authorities, and the transfer of such authorities to the regions means that the bulk of institutions that employ archaeologists are now founded by regions, and that archaeological finds predominantly become property of said regions. By the same token, decision-making in the matters of historic monument preservation, as well as the practical implementation of archaeological monuments preservation is to a greater and greater extent being transferred to the regions.     


Archaeologists work for organizations that can be divided into five groups:
The basic institutions entrusted by law to care for archaeological monuments, and also the top scientific institutions, are the Institutes of Archaeology of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic (in Prague – responsible for Bohemia, in Brno – responsible for Moravia and Silesia). Both Institutes employ roughly one-sixth of all professional archaeologists. Both Institutes of Archaeology are state institutions that enjoy special standing. Documentation from archaeological research of all institutions engaged in such research must be preserved in the archives of both Institutes, per current legislation.      
Historical monuments that enjoy state protection that stems from the above-cited legislation and are recorded in the Central Registry of Cultural Landmarks of the Czech Republic are in the specialized care of the National Institute for the Preservation of Historical Monuments, which is subordinate to the Ministry of Culture of the Czech Republic. The National Institute for Preserving Historical Monuments has several regional offices, roughly corresponding to the regional division of the Czech Republic (in 2007, the Institute had 12 regional offices and one central office). In 2008, a reorganization began, intended to align the structure of the National Institute with the country’s regional structure. Departments of archaeology of the Institute Preserving Historical Monuments are entrusted with administrative care (record-keeping, documenting current state, defining terms and conditions in cases of structural alterations) for monuments and for protected areas in evidence (for instance historical towns). They take an immediate care of some of the real-estate monuments owned by the state (i.e. castles and chateaus). If they conduct archaeological research at all, it is most frequently in situations related directly to the monuments they care for. The most extensive rescue research traditionally happens in the offices in Prague and in Olomouc.     
Other archaeologists work for regional or for city museums. This network of archaeologists originated in the second half of the 19th century, and its structure has eventually aligned itself with the organizational structure of the state administration in the 1960s. We may also include the main country museums in this group (the National Museum in Prague, the Moravian Museum in Brno, the Silesian Museum in Opava, Technical Museums), even though they actually are state institutions. Museum founded by regions or by municipalities come in close second. They include approximately 100 institutions. Usually, they employ a group of one to three archaeologists. The status of these museums derives from their relationship to the regional or local authorities. Archaeologists in these institutions engage mostly in excavations financed by investors. A significant part of their work is the care for archaeological finds gathered during their own research, or received from other institutions. The Law on Protecting Historical Monuments currently being prepared intends to emphasize this aspect of their activities to a much greater degree.       

An increasing number of archaeologists works for universities, as their numbers have grown significantly over the course of the past 10 years (prior to 1990 – two universities educating archaeologists – Brno, Prague; in 2006 – six universities – Brno, České Budějovice, Hradec Králové, Opava, Pilsen, Prague; two others /Olomouc, Pardubice/ became accredited to teach archaeology in the second half of 2007). Archaeological education, which is one of the key conditions for obtaining a license to engage in reserach, may be earned by studying prehistoric archaeology, mediaeval archaeology, classical archaeology and Egyptology. The numbers of archaeology students have grown tremendously (from a few dozen in 1989 to several hundreds today), but only a minority of these students stay to work in the field after completing their degrees (estimated one quarter – but no exact data are available).   
A new phenomenon occurring after 1990 are private (commercial) archaeological firms that conduct archaeological research especially at large commercial construction projects, which are frequently represented in places with intense construction activities (Prague, Brno, Pilsen). The first one of these firms was founded in 1991 and obtained a license to engage in archaeological research in 1993 (Archaia Prague). At the moment, there are approximately 10 of these companies active in the Czech Republic (with an authorization from the Ministry of Culture, and with a contract with the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic). Their prevalent legal form is the so-called “company for public benefit”. Such company would perform rescue archaeological research not-for-profit (i.e. only to cover its costs). We can include companies that supply trained diggers / archaeology manual workers, technicians / record keepers, and technical equipment needed for archaeological research in this group, but these firms don’t actually have the authorization to conduct research projects independently (the first one of these was established in 1993). They only participate in archaeological field research in collaboration with institutions that do own the relevant license.
3. Institutions we asked to participate in this survey.
Based on a database of institutions we had prepared that was founded on available lists of archaeologists and on an overview of the contracts concluded between the Academy of Sciences and authorized organizations, we sent our questionnaire to 136 institutions or to their parts. Some of the larger institutions are divided organizationally into smaller components (regional offices, departments). In an effort to obtain the most accurate data, we sent our questionnaire to all of these components (National Institute for the Preservation of Historical Monuments, National Museum, West Bohemian Museum). 88 of these institutions actually responded. We were able to process data from 86 institutions. In two cases, there were no archaeologists working at the institutions as of the date when the data was collected (unlike in the past), and there was no functional department of archaeology or a department administering collections of archaeological finds.  The as-of date, to which all of the collected data relates, was set as January 10, 2007. The date we selected guaranteed that the data would include workers employed for a specified contractual period (based on a work contract, or on locatio operis), as these contracts are typically entered into at the beginning of the calendar year, but not short-term (seasonal) workers (for instance workers employed in field research that takes place in summer months).   
The list of institutions that received our questionnaire is included in Appendix 1 of this report

– Appendix 1 (list of institutions) 
The questionnaire consisted of two parts. In the first part, we surveyed basic data on the institution we approached. In the second part, we shifted our attention to the different categories (job titles or work assignments) of the persons working at the chosen institution in the discipline of archaeology. 

 – Appendix 2 (questionnaire)

When processing the data, we counted each institution as one item, with two exceptions. The National Institute for the Preservation of Historical Monuments originally consisted of one central office and several regional offices (now referred to as „territorial offices“), regarded as independent units. Following the most recent reorganization, a centralized institution was created, where each of the territorial offices is considered to be a branch. In practical matters, territorial offices maintain a great degree of independence and the unification still hasn’t bridged the considerable differences between them (namely in the proportion of archaeology in their activities). Similarly, we counted the two offices of the National Museum as two separate items (other offices did not respond). Conversely, the significant West Bohemian Museum sent its responses in one questionnaire,  and we therefore worked with this data as if it were one item.      
Contemporary archaeological institutions have three basic founders/sponsors: state – region – municipality. This aspect is one of the basic distinguishing characteristics between them. At the same time, the state acts as a founder of many very diverse institutions. In order to enable comparison with other national reports, we excluded universities and the Institutes of Archaeology of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, which are also sponsored by the state, as separate items. Some duality remains in the „museums“ and „monument preservation“ categories. In both of these areas, the state and the regions play a significant role, a fact that we have to be mindful of when evaluating these items.     
Besides being the sponsor of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, the state acts as the founder of the largest specialized institution engaged in historic monument preservation (the National Institute for the Preservation of Historical Monuments), as well as of the biggest museums. Regions sponsor most museums, but also some of the institutions engaged primarily in conducting rescue archaeological research (for instance the Institutes for the Preservation of Archaeology Monuments). All regions also administer offices of executive historic monument preservation. Archaeologists only rarely work for these offices (for the time being?), for instance in Prague. In our report, municipalities (cities) only act as sponsors of museums. Most municipal offices also administer departments of executive historic monument preservation. Persons who have earned a degree in archaeology usually don’t work for these offices (for now?).  We must highlight the unique position of the capital city of Prague, which functions both as a municipality and as a region. All institutions founded by the capital city of Prague therefore enjoy the status of an institution sponsored by a region. 

The 86 positive responses (completed questionnaires) we received include all of the basic types of institutions that employ archaeologists. Museums are most frequently represented (57 museums in total, sponsored by the state, regions as well as municipalities). Specifically, municipalities act as sponsors in six of the cases, a figure we consider to be the lowest limit for any statistical evaluation of the data for this group. Among museums sponsored by the state, we see almost all of the significant institutions. And when it comes to historic monument preservation, these institutions are represented almost completely. Private (commercial) institutions are also present in numbers we consider to be statistically significant. Institutions and offices that operate in Moravia are represented less frequently than those in Bohemia.   
Universities constitute the most problematic group. We received a complete response only from two of the four newly established universities. Other two questionnaires arrived from universities where archaeology isn’t the main discipline of interest, and where the field is represented by only one person each. The fact that we are missing data from the largest departments where archaeology is taught (Brno, Opava, three departments in Prague) means that the data we are working with in this group is not statistically meaningful. 

When evaluating the data, we classified each organization in two different ways.
First, we grouped the organizations by prevalent activity that stems from their position within the field of archaeology (historic monument preservation – museum activities – universities – academy of sciences – private/commercial organizations). We then divided these organizations by sponsor / founder (i.e. state, region, municipality, private). Within state institutions, we separated out the Academy of Sciences as well as universities.  

4. 1.  How many people work  in archaeology.

The basic goal of this project was to determine how many persons work in archaeology. Employees were divided into three categories. First and foremost, we identified „archaeologists“ (as per the definition cited at the beginning of this report). We then identified „technical workers“ (mostly field technicians and field specialists, record-keepers, conservationists, depository managers etc. – see the complete list in Appendix 3), and „other specialists“ (persons who hold university degrees in a discipline other than archaeology, who work for archaeological institutions and process data generated from archaeological research.)    
-  Appendix 3 (list of job titles)

Note: The following tables have been compiled using data from two different sources. Tables generated with data that has been mined from questionnaires are headlined in regular script. Tables generated with data from other sources are headlined in italics. Tables that combine both sources are headlined in bold script. 

4.1.1. Number of persons working in archaeology (divided by prevalent activities of the employing institution)

	Category
	Number of organizations
	Prevalent activity
	Archeologists
	Technical workers
	Other specialists
	Total count 

	Historical monument preservation
	16
	Archaeology monument preservation
	74
	64
	3
	141

	Universities
	4
	Education
	26
	7
	0
	33

	Academy of Sciences
	2
	Scientific tasks and related field research 
	68
	79
	12
	159

	Museums
	57
	Museum activities, collections
	123
	92
	5
	220

	Commercial  organizations
	7
	Field research
	22
	84
	7
	113

	TOTAL
	86
	
	313
	326
	27
	666


 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



In order to obtain the most complete body of data, we gathered additional information on archaeologists and on institutions that employ them (but did not respond to our questionnaire) from other sources (address books, phone books, the Internet). We compiled this data in the following tables. Since employee classification was not always particularly clearly defined in these sources, we can only operate with the category „archaeologist“. It is impossible to determine the total number of „persons employed in archaeology“ using this method.  
4. 1. 2. Number of archaeologists in institutions that did not respond to our questionnaire.

As we have already stated, only some of the institutions that are authorized to conduct archaeological research responded to our questionnaire. Since there are other sources of information  available, such as various address books compiled by the Czech Archaeological Society, by the Institutes of Archaeology of the Academy of Sciences, biography publications etc., we can attempt to „derive“ some of the basic data. When doing so, we must keep in mind that this „derived“ list most likely contains a greater number of inaccuracies than the data gathered from questionnaires. Data collected on organizations that did not respond to our questionnaire are therefore shown in separate tables, or are clearly divided from the statistically more meaningful data gathered from completed questionnaires.    

	Category
	Number of organizations
	Prevalent activity
	Archeologists

	Historical monument preservation
	1
	Archaeology monument preservation
	12

	Universities
	7
	Education
	43

	Academy of Sciences
	-
	Scientific tasks and related field research 
	-

	Museums
	28
	Museum activities, collections
	40

	Commercial  organizations
	4
	Field research
	17

	TOTAL
	40
	
	112


Note 1:  There were 10 institutions, mainly museums, where we weren’t able to determine the current personnel data even using the sources cited above. 
4. 1. 3. Total number of archaeologists determined using all sources (tables 4.1.1. + 
4.1.2.) 

	Category
	Number of organizations
	Prevalent activity
	Archeologists

	Historical monument preservation
	17
	Archaeology monument preservation
	86

	Universities
	11
	Education
	69

	Academy of Sciences
	2
	Scientific tasks and related field research 
	68

	Museums
	85
	Museum activities, collections
	163

	Commercial  organizations
	11
	Field research
	39

	TOTAL
	126
	
	425
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From a statistical standpoint, it may be possible that some of the archaeologists have been counted twice (for instance those who lecture at a university and also work for another institution). The character of the questionnaire didn’t permit us to ascertain this for sure (a questionnaire addressed to individuals / archaeologists would enable this). Overall, though, we think that the number of these persons would be very small.  

4. 1. 4. Number of archaeologists in each organization (by prevalent activities), categorized by what type of prevalent activity the archaeologists themselves report
	Category
	Number of organizations
	Prevalent activity
	Total count

	
	
	Field research
	Monument preservation
	Museum activities
	Education
	

	Historical monument preservation
	16
	47
	26
	0
	1
	74

	Universities
	4
	11
	0
	1
	14
	26

	Academy of Sciences
	2
	57
	2
	2
	7
	68

	Museums
	57
	44
	13
	66
	0
	123

	Commercial  organizations
	7
	19
	2
	1
	0
	22

	TOTAL
	86
	178
	43
	70
	22
	313

	In %
	
	56,87
	13,74
	22,36
	7,03
	


4. 1. 5. Number of archaeologists in each organization by founder / sponsor
	Founder / sponsor
	Number of organizations
	Prevalent activity
	Total count

	
	
	Field research
	Monument preservation
	Museum activities
	Education
	

	State
	20
	33
	24
	14
	0
	71

	Region
	47
	48
	10
	58
	1
	117

	Municipality
	6
	2
	0
	7
	0
	9

	University
	4
	11
	0
	1
	14
	26

	Academy
	2
	57
	2
	2
	7
	68

	Private
	7
	19
	2
	1
	0
	22

	TOTAL
	86
	170
	38
	83
	22
	313

	In %
	
	54,31
	12,14
	26,52
	7,03
	


We also gathered data on prevalent activities of the institutions that employ archaeologists stemming from the type of institution (i.e. university – mostly teaching and education; museum – mostly museum activities and collections management), and we compared this data with the data on the kind of prevalent activity the archaeologists themselves reported.
Reported activities didn’t always fully correspond to the official job / activity description that would stem from the type of the institution. Most of the archaeologists identified „field research“ as their chief activity. However, we have to assume that particularly museum work would include a number of other aspects (i.e. collections management, exhibition activities, as well as archaeology monument preservation in the scope of the museum’s competencies). „Archaeology monument preservation“ appears to be the most loosely interpreted term, in fact. It mostly seems to involve field research as well, and only in some organizations it is limited to the actual act of historical monument preservation, understood as preserving archaeological sites and related administrative tasks (issuing expert opinions on planned construction projects that would affect archaeological sites, monitoring the progress of these activities, logging new sites in the central register of historical monuments etc.), as well as preventive protection of archaeological sites and of exceptional finds, as per the Article 4 of the Convention on Preserving Archaeological Heritage (so-called Malta Convention – ETS No. 143).   
4. 2. Size of archaeological offices.

4. 2. 1. Size of archaeological offices measured by the number of archaeologist who work there (categorized by founder / sponsor)

	Founder / sponsor
	Number of archaeologists
	No. of organizations

	
	1
	Max. 3
	Max. 5
	Max. 10
	Max. 20
	More than 20
	

	State
	4
	8
	2
	6
	0
	0
	20

	Region
	21
	15
	3
	1
	3
	0
	43

	Municipality
	4
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6

	University
	2
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	4

	Academy
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2

	Private
	1
	2
	3
	0
	0
	0
	6

	TOTAL
	32
	27
	8
	8
	4
	2
	81

	In %
	39,50
	33,33
	9,88
	9,88
	4,94
	2,47
	


To clarify the above table, we have to add that five institutions (one state, three regional, one private) did not employ a single archaeologist as of the date of the survey, and the number of assessed institutions consequently decreased to 81. We can further illustrate the numbers in the table with specific data: The biggest state-sponsored organization (with the exception of universities and of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic) employs 10 archaeologists, the largest regional organization employs 14 archaeologists, the largest municipal organization employs 3 archaeologists, and the largest private organization employs 5 archaeologists. The largest university department consists of 18 archaeologists, and the biggest academic institution employs 44 archaeologists. 
If we abstracted from any division into separate geographical units, or from situations where independent offices exist within a larger unit, the two biggest institutions in Czech archaeology would be the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic (68 archaeologists), and the National Institute for the Preservation of Historical Monuments (47 archaeologists).
4. 2. 2. Size of archaeological offices that did not supply statistical data, measured by the number of archaeologists (categorized by founder / sponsor)

	Founder / sponsor
	Number of archaeologists
	No. of organizations

	
	1
	Max. 3
	Max. 5
	Max. 10
	Max. 20
	

	State
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1

	Region / municipality
	15
	11
	1
	0
	1
	28

	University
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	7

	Academy
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Private
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	4

	TOTAL
	18
	14
	3
	3
	2
	40

	In %
	45
	35
	7,5
	7,5
	5
	


The only institution in the above table that is founded / sponsored by the state is the Prague Castle Management (specifically the Department of Art Collections). This department is entrusted with the task to preserve the collections of the Prague Castle, including any archaeological finds, and with archaeological research of the premises of this Czech national heritage site number one. In the table, we aggregated data for institutions founded by regions and by municipalities. We weren’t able to ascertain exact data based on the available sources of information, but we can assume that institutions founded by regions would prevail.        
4. 2. 3. Size of archaeological offices measured by the number of archaeologists (categorized by founder / sponsor) – data for all institutions (tables 4.2.1. a 4.2.2.)

	Founder / sponsor
	Number of archaeologists
	No. of organizations

	
	1
	Max. 3
	Max. 5
	Max. 10
	Max. 20
	More than 20
	

	State
	5
	8
	2
	6
	0
	0
	21

	Region
	36
	26
	4
	1
	4
	0
	71

	Municipality
	4
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6

	University
	3
	2
	1
	3
	2
	0
	11

	Academy
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2

	Private
	2
	3
	4
	1
	0
	0
	10

	TOTAL
	50
	41
	11
	11
	6
	2
	121

	In %
	41,32
	33,89
	9,09
	9,09
	4,96
	1,95
	


Data from table 4.2.2. – founder „region / municipality“ were added to the founder „region“ in table 4.2.3.
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4. 2. 4. Size of archaeological offices measured by the number of archaeologists (categorized by prevalent activities) 
	Activity
	Number of archaeologists
	No. of organizations

	
	1
	Max. 3
	Max. 5
	Max. 10
	Max. 20
	More than 20
	

	Historical monument preservation
	3
	4
	2
	4
	2
	0
	15

	Universities
	2
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	4

	Academy of Sciences
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2

	Museums
	26
	21
	3
	3
	1
	0
	54

	Private
	1
	2
	3
	0
	0
	0
	6

	Total
	32
	27
	8
	8
	4
	2
	81

	In %
	39,50
	33,33
	9,88
	9,88
	4,94
	2,47
	


4. 2. 5. Size of archaeological offices (actual number of archaeologists)

	Founder / sponsor
	Number of archaeologists at a workplace
	No. of organizations

	
	1
	Max. 3
	Max. 5
	Max. 10
	Max. 20
	More than 20
	

	State
	6
	13
	8
	44
	0
	0
	20

	Region
	19
	39
	15
	7
	37
	0
	43

	Municipality
	4
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6

	University
	2
	0
	0
	6
	18
	0
	4

	Academy
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	68
	2

	Private
	1
	6
	15
	0
	0
	0
	6

	No. of archaeologists
	32
	63
	38
	57
	55
	68
	313/81

	Expressed in %
	10,22
	20,13
	12,14
	18,21
	17,57
	21,73
	


4. 2. 6. Size of archaeological offices by prevalent activities (actual number of archaeologists)

	Activity
	Number of archaeologists at a workplace
	No. of organizations

	
	1
	Max. 3
	Max. 5
	Max. 10
	Max. 20
	More than 20
	

	Historical monument preservation
	3
	10
	8
	28
	25
	0
	15

	Universities
	2
	0
	0
	6
	18
	0
	4

	Academy of Sciences
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	68
	2

	Museums
	26
	47
	15
	23
	12
	0
	54

	Private
	1
	6
	15
	0
	0
	0
	6

	No. of archaeologists
	32
	63
	38
	57
	55
	68
	313/81

	In %
	10,22
	20,13
	12,14
	18,21
	17,57
	21,73
	


Classifying workplaces by the number of archaeologists who work there highlights a serious problem that afflicts the entire Czech archaeological community. The vast majority of archaeological workplaces are very small (based on surveyed data:  employing less than three persons – 72,83%, employing one archaeologist – 39,5%; overall data: employing less than three persons – 75,21%, employing one archaeologist – 41,32 %). Given the current scope of construction activities, we have to consider these workplaces insufficiently staffed, and regard them as places that can only with great difficulties perform all the aspects of archaeological work. Most of these workplaces are museums, where activities related to archaeology are the most varied, exacerbating the problem.    

Basic components of the museum structure prior to 1989 were district museums that corresponded to the geographical division of the republic into 77 districts, which was in effect then (we count Prague with its 15 municipal districts that enjoyed the same standing as geographical district as one unit). An unfulfilled goal of archaeology was to achieve a state when an archaeologist would work at each of these district museums. After the new regional structure was introduced and district offices were abolished, the original district competencies were transferred either to regions, or to authorized municipalities (cities). There was always several of these municipalities in each of the former district. The new goal of archaeology should be to achieve such number of archaeologist in each of the former districts so that their number would be equal or greater than the number of authorized municipalities (i.e. minimum 205 persons). Should the number of archaeologists be equal to the number of municipalities with so-called authorized municipal offices that usually also operate Building Offices, the number of archaeologists would have to increase to 364.     
Even though the number or museums that employ at least one archaeologist has grown after 1989, we consider the current state inadequate to the requirements placed on archaeological monument preservation, an on the rescue of archaeological sites endangered or being already destroyed by the ongoing construction boom. The number of archaeologist we lack in this type of institutions to rescue archaeological cultural heritage cannot be adequately compensated for by archaeologists who work for other organizations (private / commercial institutions, universities, Academy of Sciences etc.). 
4. 2. 7. Number of archaeologists in each region.

	
	Number of archaeologists
	

	Region
	From questionnaire
	From other sources
	Total
	%

	Capital city of Prague
	104
	18
	122
	28,7

	Hradec Králové
	10
	12
	22
	5,18

	South Bohemia 
	20
	4
	24
	5,65

	South Moravia/ Brno
	59
	34
	93
	21,88

	Karlovy Vary
	3
	0
	3
	0,7

	Liberec
	8
	0
	8
	1,88

	North Moravia-Silesia
	10
	5
	15
	3,53

	Olomouc
	21
	5
	26
	6,12

	Pardubice
	9
	0
	9
	2,12

	Plzeň
	42
	0
	42
	9,88

	Central Bohemia
	13
	11
	24
	5,65

	Ústí nad Labem
	8
	15
	23
	5,41

	Highlands
	2
	5
	7
	1,65

	Zlín
	4
	3
	7
	1,65

	Total
	313
	112
	425
	100


Regional division of archaeologists highlights a few interesting facts. It is not surprising that a large proportion of archaeologists (50,58%) is concentrated in two main centers – Prague and Brno. This can be explained by the presence of the largest universities, both of the Institutes of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, country museums, as well as offices of the National Institute for the Preservation of Historical Monuments. We can find a similar explanation for the large number of archaeologists who work in the Pilsen region, specifically in the city of Pilsen (university, museum with a long tradition).

We can divide remaining regions into two groups. In five of the regions, there’s a group of 22 – 26  archaeologists who work there (i.e. 5,18% to 6,12% of the total count). This is equal to an „average“ of sorts that reflects the state that was reached after all of the changes in archaeology and in historical monument preservation have taken place after 1989. In each of these regions, we find at least one larger office with a long archaeology tradition (a museum, a historic monument preservation office). From this perspective, we find surprising the low number of archaeologist who work in Central Bohemia. This is the largest region by geographical size, and it is comprised of the highest number of the former districts, with a significant number of museums (12). That’s why we would expect to find a much larger number of archaeologists there. This argument is not in any way weakened by the fact that some archaeological institutions that are active predominantly in Central Bohemia have their seat in Prague, a city that is the natural center of this region, although not an administrative part thereof.  
In six of the regions, we have to consider the number of archaeologists to be insufficient (3 – 15 of them). Of them, only the Moravia-Silesia region exceeds the count of 10 archaeologists. The count of 15 persons includes a university office, several historical monument preservation offices and several museum, among them one that is founded by the state, with a central (country) standing. We also find one region in this group (Pardubice) with a larger number of museums with a long tradition and significant archaeological collections. We must conclude that archaeological monument preservation in these six regions is insufficiently ensured (in spite of the considerable effort made by local archaeologists), and not on par with the current demands, especially given the fact that the low count of archaeologists in some of these regions has been a common occurrence.     
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Explanation: 1 – Capital City of Prague; 2 – South Moravia region; 3 – Pilsen region; 4 – Olomouc region; 5 – South Bohemia region; 6 – Central Bohemia region; 7 – Ústí nad Labem region; 8 – Hradec Králové region; 9 – South Moravia-Silesia region; 10 – Pardubice region; 11 – Liberec region; 12 – Zlín region; 13 – Vysočina/Highlands region; 14 – Karlovy Vary region.
4. 3. Age and gender of individuals working in archaeology.

4. 3. 1. Archeological offices by founder / sponsor – representation of men and women (archeologist category)

	Founder / sponsor
	Men
	Women
	

	
	Count
	In %
	Count
	In %
	Total

	State
	46
	64,79
	25
	32,21
	71

	Region
	79
	67,52
	38
	32,48
	117

	Municipality
	3
	33,34
	6
	66,66
	9

	University
	21
	80,77
	5
	19,23
	26

	Academy
	49
	72,06
	19
	27,94
	68

	Private
	14
	63,64
	8
	36,36
	22

	TOTAL
	212
	67,73
	101
	32,27
	313


4. 3. 2. Archeological offices that did not respond to our questionnaire (by founder / sponsor) – representation of men and women (archeologist category)
	Founder / sponsor
	Men
	Women
	

	
	Count
	In %
	Count
	In %
	Total

	State
	0
	0,00
	1
	0,89
	1

	Region / municipality
	37
	33,04
	14
	12,50
	51

	University
	30
	26,79
	13
	11,61
	33

	Academy
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Private
	12
	10,71
	5
	4,46
	17

	TOTAL
	79
	70,54
	33
	29,46
	112


4. 3. 3. Archeological offices by founder / sponsor – representation of men and women (archeologist category) - tables 4.3.1. + 4.3.2.

	Founder / sponsor
	Men
	Women
	

	
	Count
	In %
	Count
	In %
	Total

	State
	46
	15,81
	26
	19,4
	72

	Region
	116
	39,86
	52
	38,81
	168

	Municipality
	3
	1,03
	6
	4,48
	9

	University
	51
	17,53
	18
	13,43
	69

	Academy
	49
	16,84
	19
	14,18
	68

	Private
	26
	8,93
	13
	9,7
	39

	TOTAL
	291
	68,47
	134
	31,53
	425


Data from table 4.3.2. – founder „region / municipality“ were added to the founder „region“ in table 4.3.3.

4. 3. 4. Archeological offices by founder / sponsor – representation of men and women (workers in archeology category)
	Founder / sponsor
	Men
	Women
	

	
	Count
	In %
	Count
	Count
	In %

	State
	68
	51,13
	65
	48,87
	133

	Region
	118
	55,40
	95
	44,60
	213

	Municipality
	5
	33,34
	10
	66,66
	15

	University
	25
	75,76
	8
	24,24
	33

	Academy
	78
	49,06
	81
	50,94
	159

	Private
	73
	66,36
	37
	33,64
	110

	TOTAL
	367
	55,35
	296
	44,65
	663


Note: In the technical workers category, one private sponsor / founder omitted to report the gender of three persons. 
4. 3. 5. Archeological offices by founder / sponsor – representation of men and women in different age groups (archeologist category)
	Founder / sponsor


	Age group
	

	
	Less than 20
	20-29
	30-39
	40-49
	50-59
	Over 60
	Total

	State
	0/0
	9/7
	15/5
	4/2
	12/10
	6/1
	46/25

	Region
	0/0
	16/5
	34/16
	9/8
	15/8
	5/1
	79/38

	Municipality
	0/0
	1/4 
	0/0
	0/0
	2/0
	0/2
	3/6

	University
	0/0
	7/3
	5/1
	2/0
	6/1
	1/0
	21/5

	Academy
	0/0
	3/3
	13/4
	8/5
	14/4
	11/3
	49/19

	Private
	0/0
	6/5
	5/2
	3/1
	0/0
	0/0
	14/8

	Total
	0/0
	42/27
	72/28
	26/16
	49/23
	23/7
	212/101

	Men/Women
in %
	
	19,81/26,73
	33,96/
27,73
	12,27/15,84
	23,11/22,77
	10,85/6,93
	67,73/32,27

	Both in %
	
	22,04
	31,96
	13,42
	23,00
	9,58
	


Note:  a pair of numbers represents the men / women ratio in the relevant age group. 
4. 3. 6. Archeological offices by founder / sponsor – representation of men and women in different age groups (persons employed in archeology category)
	Founder / sponsor


	Age group
	

	
	Less than 20
	20-29
	30-39
	40-49
	50-59
	Over 60
	Total

	State
	0/0
	18/18
	24/12
	5/9
	15/25
	6/1
	48/44

	Region
	0/0
	29/20
	53/31
	13/21
	18/20
	5/3
	118/95

	Municipality
	0/0
	1/6
	2/1
	0/0
	2/1
	0/2
	5/10

	University
	0/0
	9/5
	6/1
	2/0
	7/2
	1/0
	25/8

	Academy
	0/0
	10/16
	22/16
	14/21
	19/19
	13/9
	78/81

	Private
	1/1
	35/20
	22/9
	11/5
	4/2
	0/0
	73/37

	Total
	1/1
	102/85
	129/70
	45/56
	65/69
	25/15
	367/296

	Men/Women

in %
	0,27/0,34
	27,8/28,71
	35,15/23,65
	12,26/18,92
	17,71/23,31
	6,81/5,07
	55,35/44,65

	Both in %
	0,3
	28,21
	30,02
	15,23
	20,21
	6,03
	


Note: In the technical workers category, one private sponsor / founder omitted to report the gender of three persons. 

The proportional representation of men and women in archaeology is approximately two-to-one. With regards to ongoing developments, this representation of men seems relatively high. We can assume (when we take into account the ratio of men and women studying archaeology) that this proportion will even out going forward. An indication for this fact is also the different ratio of men and women in the „persons employed in archaeology“ category, which is much closer.  

The most frequently represented age group among archaeologists is the „30 – 39“ slot, which corresponds to the higher number of students accepted to study archaeology and with improved opportunities to study archaeology after 1989. By contrast, the least represented age group is the „40 – 49“ slot, which is most likely reflective of the regulated number of students and the limited possibilities to study archaeology, especially in the 1980s. Overall, workers under 40 years of age comprise more than half of all „archaeologists“, as well as more than half of all „persons employed in archaeology“.  
5. Disability status of individuals working in archaeology..

	Founder / sponsor


	Determined number of archaeologists

	Number of archaeologists per questionnaires 
	Persons employed in archaeology per questionnaires
	Number of archaeologists with handicaps
	Number of other persons with  handicaps
	Total count of persons with handicaps 

	
	72 
	71
	133
	1
	0
	1

	State
	178 
	117
	213
	1
	1
	2

	Region
	-
	9
	15
	0
	0
	0

	Municipality
	69 
	26
	33
	0
	0
	0

	University
	68 
	68
	159
	0
	0
	0

	Academy
	39 
	22
	110
	0
	8
	8

	Total
	425 
	313
	663
	2
	9
	11


An important question we attempted to answer during the project was how many handicapped persons work in archaeology. In the Czech Republic, a handicap is defined by law (Law No. 582/1991 Coll.), that determines what types of health issues are considered a handicap, to what degree these health issues must be respected by employers, and what kind of conditions the employer must create to accommodate handicapped employees (Law No. 435/2004 Coll.)   
As we had expected, the representation of handicapped persons in archaeology is very low. We can only conclude that the prevalent archaeological activity („field research“) hardly offers suitable conditions for the professional integration of handicapped persons. To further illustrate the numbers in the table, we may add that among „other persons with handicaps“, we found three field technicians, three laboratory workers, one conservationists, and two persons working in other scientific disciplines represented in archaeological offices.       
6. The country of origin of individuals working in archaeology. 
6. 1. Archeologists by the country of their origin (categorized by founder / sponsor)
	Founder / sponsor
	Czech Republic
	Slovakia
	Poland
	France
	Hungary
	Total

	State
	70
	0
	1
	0
	0
	71

	Region
	116
	0
	1
	0
	0
	117

	Municipality
	9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9

	University
	26
	-
	-
	-
	-
	26

	Academy
	65
	2
	-
	-
	1
	68

	Private
	20
	2
	-
	-
	-
	22

	Total
	306
	4
	2
	0
	1
	313

	In %
	97,76
	1,28
	0,64
	0
	0,32
	


6. 2. Workers in archaeology by the country of their origin (categorized by founder / sponsor)
	Founder / sponsor
	Czech Republic
	Slovakia
	Poland
	France
	Hungary
	Total

	State
	131
	1
	1
	0
	0
	133

	Region
	212
	0
	1
	0
	
	213

	Municipality
	15
	0
	0
	0
	0
	15

	University
	33
	-
	-
	-
	-
	33

	Academy
	154
	3
	-
	1
	1
	159

	Private
	106
	7
	-
	-
	-
	113

	Total
	651
	11
	2
	1
	1
	666

	In %
	97,75
	1,65
	0,3
	0,15
	0,15
	


Persons employed in archaeology by country of origin
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The survey has shown that the practice of employing persons of other than Czech citizenship is still very rare in Czech archaeology. Due to the low representation of foreign nationals, we were able to double-check any unclear data, and that’s why we consider the table to be statistically accurate and telling.
However, we also must clarify that until 1993, Czech Republic was part of Czechoslovakia, and with regards to citizenship, no distinction was made between persons from Slovakia (Slovaks), and persons from the Czech lands (Czechs). That’s why all employees from Slovakia (of Slovak nationality) who have been working at Czech archaeology institutions from before 1993 are classified as Czech Republic citizens (i.e. statistically, they appear as Czechs). Only citizens of the Slovak Republic who arrived in the Czech Republic post 1993 are classified as Slovaks in the statistics. These are most often archaeology students from Slovakia who found jobs in the Czech Republic after completing their degrees.    
 

Negligible representation of persons from Western Europe is due to the dramatic difference in salary levels, and due to the relatively complex bureaucracy related to employing foreigners that had been in place prior to the Czech Republic accession to the European Union. 
7. Work-load.
As part of the project, we also studied the work-load of archaeologists, as well as of other persons employed in archaeology. The first criteria we looked at was the size of the work-load, broken up into three categories: Full-time work-load (i.e. 40 hours per week, per the current legislation), and part-time work-load, further sub-divided into part-time work load greater than half of the full-time work-load, and part-time work load smaller than half of the full-time work-load.   

The other criteria was the length of the work-load, i.e. permanent employment versus temporary employment (for a specified period of time). At this point, we have to clarify that temporary employment can have three different forms, per current legislation. First, there is the kind of temporary employment that only differs from permanent employment by having an exact date as of which the work contract would terminate. The other type is a so-called „work contract“ (which only permits employment of up to half of a full-time work-load), and the third is „locatio operis“ (limited to maximum 150 work hours performed for any particular employer in one calendar year). The later two types of contract are typical for seasonal workers performing excavation works and simple record-keeping tasks during archaeological field research. Due to the date as of which we collected the data in our questionnaires (January 10, 2007), we are only including a low number of seasonal workers. Considering this, we can say that the summary of the work-loads therefore closely reflects the actual situation in each archaeological office.

7. 1. Archaeologists – size of work-load
	Founder / sponsor
	Full-time
	In %
	Part-time

	
	
	
	More than 20 hours
	In %
	Less than 20 hours
	In %

	State
	60
	84,51
	9
	12,67
	2
	2,82

	Region
	101
	86,32
	8
	6,84
	8
	6,84

	Municipality
	8
	88,89
	1
	11,11
	0
	0

	University
	11
	42,31
	6
	23,08
	9
	34,61

	Academy
	49
	72,06
	18
	26,47
	1
	1,47

	Private
	16
	72,73
	2
	9,09
	4
	18,18

	Total
	245
	78,27
	44
	14,06
	24
	7,67


7. 2. Persons employed in archaeology – size of work-load
	Founder / sponsor
	Full-time
	In %
	Part-time

	
	
	
	More than 20 hours
	
	
	More than 20 hours

	State
	104
	78,19
	14
	10,53
	15
	11,28

	Region
	182
	85,45
	18
	8,45
	13
	6,10

	Municipality
	13
	86,66
	1
	6,67
	1
	6,67

	University
	13
	39,4
	8
	24,24
	12
	36,36

	Academy
	106
	66,67
	44
	27,67
	9
	5,66

	Private
	77
	74,76
	21
	20,39
	5
	4,85

	Total
	495
	75,46
	106
	16,16
	55
	8,38


Note 1: One private sponsor / founder omitted to report the size of the workload for 10 technical employees. 

The results of our survey show that the prevalent form of employment is full-time work-load, with the exception of universities. Universities offer full-time employment only a minority of their workers. Some of the lecturers work full-time at other institutions, and teaching at a university only constitutes a supplementary activity to their curriculum. Other lecture at several universities at once, and their work activities consists of several smaller work-loads. From the perspective of our project, this is an area where we would be most likely to double-count some persons. On the other hand, only a minority of university offices completed our questionnaire, thus decreasing the likelihood of double-counting.       
7. 3. Archaeologists – length of work-load 
	Founder / sponsor
	Permanent
	Temporary
	

	
	Count
	In %
	Count
	In %
	Total

	State
	63
	88,73
	8
	11,27
	71

	Region
	93
	79,49
	24
	20,51
	117

	Municipality
	9
	100
	0
	0
	9

	University
	4
	15,38
	22
	84,62
	26

	Academy
	8
	11,76
	60
	88,24
	68

	Private
	16
	72,73
	6
	27,27
	22

	Total
	193
	61,66
	120
	38,34
	313


Note 1: With regards to temporary contracts, we don’t differentiate between a temporary employment contract, a work contract, and locatio operis. The collected data is not sufficiently accurate.    
7. 4. Persons employed in archaeology – length of work-load
	Founder / sponsor
	Permanent
	Temporary
	

	
	Count
	In %
	Count
	In %
	Total

	State
	105
	78,95
	28
	21,05
	133

	Region
	146
	68,87
	66
	31,13
	212

	Municipality
	15
	100
	0
	0
	15

	University
	4
	12,12
	29
	87,88
	33

	Academy
	62
	38,99
	97
	61,01
	159

	Private
	46
	44,66
	57
	55,34
	103

	Total
	378
	57,71
	277
	42,29
	655


Note 1: One private sponsor / founder omitted to report the length of the workload for 10 technical employees. One regional founder omitted to report the length of one workload.
When evaluating the length of work-load, we see a certain parallel with the data collected when assessing the size of the work-load. Permanent work-load tends to prevail in museum institutions and at historic monument preservation offices, regardless of who acts as the office’s founder / sponsor (state, region, municipality). Czech labor law has some effect on this, since permanent employment is viewed as the most common arrangement, and even temporary assignments easily transfer into a permanent employment contracts.   

In case of universities, and particularly of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, temporary employment stems from the current legislation. The most common type is an employment contract concluded for a period of five years. After this period, an attestation takes place (the employee is subject to evaluating the quality and the quantity of his / her professional activities), and based on the results, a new employment contract would be concluded, also for a specific period of time. This procedure applies to all employees in scientific positions (not only in the field of archaeology).

We don’t have an easy explanation for the situation at privately founded / sponsored organizations. We can only assume that only a certain core of employees are offered permanent employment contracts. Other workers are hired on temporary basis, according to the amount of archaeological excavations and the number of projects the privately founded organization has obtained funding for. 
8. Trends in the number of employees in the past five years. 
In order to demonstrate trends in the number of archaeologists (table 8.1) and persons employed in archaeology (table 8.2), we surveyed for the number of archaeologists / employees in 2002, 2004 and in 2006, and related these data to the year 2007. Some organizations supplied specific head-counts, some only assessed developmental trends (i.e. „same count“, „fewer“, „more“ than in 2007). 

8. 1. Number of archaeologists in institutions in the past five years (by organizations)

	Founder / sponsor
	Fewer
	%
	Same count
	%
	More
	%
	Not disclosed
	%
	Total

	State
	4
	20
	10
	50
	2
	10
	4
	20
	20

	Region
	13
	27,66
	30
	63,83
	0
	0
	4
	8,51
	47

	Municipality
	2
	33,33
	4
	66,67
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6

	University
	2
	50
	2
	50
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4

	Academy
	0
	0
	2
	100
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	Private
	1
	14,29
	0
	0
	1
	14,29
	5
	71,42
	7

	
	22
	25,58
	48
	55,81
	3
	3,49
	13
	15,12
	86


8. 2. Number of persons employed in archaeology in the past five years (by organizations)
	Founder / sponsor
	Fewer
	%
	Same count
	%
	More
	%
	Not disclosed
	%
	Total

	State
	3
	15
	7
	35
	2
	10
	8
	40
	20

	Region
	14
	29,79
	15
	31,91
	6
	12,77
	12
	25,53
	47

	Municipality
	2
	33,33
	3
	50
	0
	0
	1
	16,67
	6

	University
	1
	25
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	75
	4

	Academy
	1
	50
	1
	50
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	Private
	3
	42,86
	1
	14,28
	0
	0
	3
	42,86
	7

	
	24
	27,9
	27
	31,4
	8
	9,3
	27
	31,4
	86


It is not easy to interpret the data on the trends in the number of employees in the past five years. First, a meaningful part of the organizations (15,12%) did not supply the required data, which makes it more difficult to evaluate overall trends. Generally, it would seem that the number of employees in different types of organizations remains relatively stable (50 and more percent in all of the organizations). We don’t consider data from universities to be representative, due to the fact that only a minority of universities participated in our survey. Both universities that reported an increase in the number of employees are among the newly established ones. We assume that we would observe a similar trend at the new university offices that did not supply the requested data (Opava, Hradec Králové). 

Evaluating any development trends at privately-sponsored organizations seems equally difficult. Most of these organizations did not exist five, resp. three years ago, or were just being founded then. Because of this fact, we can only assume that it is more likely that the number of their employees would grow. We can illustrate this trend on the Archaia organization and on its development. The core of Archaia was established in Prague, but the organization later grew through regional offices, and these subsequently became independent. Our questionnaire was ill-equipped to document these types of movements.    
Ambiguous seems to be the trend in the number of employees in organizations sponsored by state (we see growth in some parts, and shrinking in others). In reality, this development is reflective of the organizational changes that affected the chief office of historic monument preservation (the National Institute for the Preservation of Historical Monuments), when its territorial structure became aligned with the new regional division. In some territories, archaeological offices were newly created or strengthened, in other territories they were sub-divided.
In sum, we can cautiously interpret the trends as a slight increase in the number of archaeologists. In order to gather more decisive data, we would have to conduct our surveys over a longer period of time.
9. Trend in the number of employees in the next three years .

Estimated numbers of archaeologists (table 9.1) and persons employed in archaeology (table 9.2) relate to the years 2008 and 2010. 

9. 1. Estimated trend in the number of archaeologists in organizations in the next three-year horizon
	Founder / sponsor
	Fewer
	%
	Same count
	%
	More
	%
	Not disclosed
	%
	Total

	State
	1
	5
	6
	30
	2
	10
	11
	55
	20

	Region
	1
	2,13
	27
	57,45
	4
	8,51
	15
	31,91
	47

	Municipality
	0
	0
	4
	66,66
	1
	16,67
	1
	16,67
	6

	University
	0
	0
	2
	50
	2
	50
	0
	0
	4

	Academy
	0
	0
	1
	50
	1
	50
	0
	0
	2

	Private
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	71,42
	2
	28,58
	7

	
	2
	2,33
	40
	46,51
	15
	17,44
	29
	33,72
	86


9.2  Estimated trend in the number of persons employed in archaeology in the next three-year horizon 

	Founder / sponsor
	Fewer
	%
	Same count
	%
	More
	%
	Not disclosed
	%
	Total

	State
	2
	10
	2
	10
	3
	15
	13
	65
	20

	Region
	1
	2,13
	20
	42,55
	4
	8,51
	22
	46,81
	47

	Municipality
	1
	16,67
	2
	33,33
	1
	16,67
	2
	33,33
	6

	University
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	50
	2
	50
	4

	Academy
	0
	0
	2
	100
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	Private
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	57,14
	3
	42,86
	7

	
	4
	4,65
	26
	30,23
	14
	16,28
	42
	48,84
	86


The data we obtained aren’t indicative of any decisive trend in the following three years, but rather of the expectations of each individual institutions, i.e. its optimism or pessimism, most likely directly related to the success of the particular organization in present or in recent past. A considerable part of the organizations (33,72% and 48,84%, respectively) did not report any clear expectations („I don’t know“ response). Whether this is a reflection of some sub-conscious uncertainty about future outlook, or just an inability to estimate future development is difficult to decide. With regards to organizations with state founder/sponsor, estimated trends reflect the ongoing territorial restructuring of organizations entrusted with historic monument preservation.     

Overall, we see prevailing optimism in the form of a slight employment increase across all types of organizations. The greatest optimists are the newly founded university offices and the offices of private founders/sponsors. 

10. The highest qualification obtained by individuals working  in archaeology.

The highest level of completed education was evaluated according to earned academic titles, divided by degrees. At the moment, all university offices have already transferred to a three-degree (so-called Bologna) system, with academic titles Bc. – Mgr. – PhD. A considerable number of archaeologists, however, completed their education under the previous, two-degree system. We adjusted our questionnaires to reflect this fact.    

The lowest academic title (bachelor – Bc.) was newly introduced after the Bologna system was accepted. The magister („Mgr.“) title corresponds to the previous „PhDr.“ title (doctor of philosophy). Equivalent title to „PhD“ (doctor) is the old title „CSc.“ (candidate of sciences). The title „Dr.“ was also awarded for a short time for the same achieved qualification. The highest qualification degrees within a university setting earn a docent (Doc.) and university professor (Prof.) titles. Within the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic setting, this degree corresponds to the „DrSc.“ (doctor of sciences) title. 
  A small portion of persons earned a university degree at schools that award an engineer („Ing.“) degree, equivalent to the „Mgr.“ degree.  
We only count the highest earned title in the following table.

10. 1. Archeologists – earned qualification by academic title 
	Founder / sponsor


	Title earned
	Persons

	
	Bc.
	Mgr., PhDr., Ing.
	PhD., CSc.
	Doc., Prof.
	DrSc.
	

	State
	2
	57
	8
	2
	0
	69

	Region
	8
	97
	9
	1
	0
	115

	Municipality
	0
	7
	2
	0
	0
	9

	University
	0
	14
	5
	7
	0
	26

	Academy
	0
	27
	25
	13
	3
	68

	Private
	3
	17
	1
	0
	0
	21

	Total
	13
	219
	50
	23
	3
	308

	In %
	4,22
	71,10
	16,23
	7,47
	0,98
	


The table shows that almost all persons working as archaeologists have earned some type of academic title. Five persons listed high-school degree as their highest completed education (i.e. 1,6% of the total count of 313 archaeologists). 92,65% of all archaeologists have the academic qualification necessary to obtain a license to perform archaeological research (a „Mgr.“ or „PhDr.“ title, or higher). 

  Not surprisingly, archaeologists with the highest academic qualifications can be found at universities and at the  Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic (i.e. at the Institutes of Archaeology in Prague and in Brno). 
Academic qualification of archaeologists by earned academic titles.

(number of persons: 308)
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10. 2. Persons employed in archaeology  – earned qualification by academic title
	Founder / sponsor


	Title earned
	Persons

	
	Bc.
	Mgr., PhDr., Ing.
	PhD., CSc.
	Doc., Prof.
	DrSc.
	

	State
	11
	63
	10
	2
	0
	86

	Region
	14
	107
	9
	1
	0
	130

	Municipality
	0
	7
	2
	0
	0
	9

	University
	0
	18
	5
	7
	0
	30

	Academy
	2
	49
	32
	13
	3
	99

	Private
	12
	27
	1
	0
	0
	40

	Total
	39
	271
	58
	23
	3
	394

	In %
	9,90
	68,78
	14,72
	5,84
	0,76
	


Evaluating earned academic qualification for „persons employed in archaeology“ demonstrated that 59,16% of that community holds a university degree. All persons classified as „other specialists“ have a university degree. We can assume that other persons with university degrees (mostly bachelor – „Bc.“) who work in positions of field technicians or record keepers are mostly archaeology students who have been hired prior to completing their degrees, and earning a magister („Mgr.“) title that would allow them to work as an archaeologist.  
10. 3. Archaeologists – country, where they completed their university education
	Founder / sponsor
	Czech Republic
	Slovakia 
	EU
	Outside of EU

	State
	70
	0
	1
	0

	Region
	115
	0
	1
	1

	Municipality
	9
	0
	0
	0

	University
	26
	0
	0
	0

	Academy
	67
	1
	0
	0

	Private
	22
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	309
	1
	2
	1

	In %
	98,72
	0,32
	0,64
	0,32


In order to evaluate the place where archaeologists completed their university degrees, we broadened the original division of „home country“, „EU countries“, and „countries outside of the EU“ to include „Slovakia“. This stems from the fact that the former Czechoslovakia only divided as of January 1, 1993. At the same time, we counted studies in Slovakia prior to 1993 as studies in one’s „home country“, to reflect the contemporary situation. 

The table shows that studying abroad is still rare in Czech archaeology, including studying in Slovakia where education is as accessible as at a Czech university, in accordance with relevant bilateral treaties. Our survey, however, did not monitor another phenomenon that would change this picture somewhat. We speak of shorter stays at foreign universities (usually lasting one to two semesters), sometimes several times during one’s studies. In the past few years, these stays have become a common component of one’s university education.   

11. Training needs and skills shortages from point of view of employers.

In another part of our survey, we attempted to ascertain what type of further education or training do employers offer to archaeologists, resp. what type of knowledge or skills are expected of archaeologists as part of their duties in the relevant type of the archaeological institution. We found it hard to summarize the answers in a simple table. In the tables below, we therefore present only affirmative answers („Yes“); all the other answers were „No“, or „I don’t know“. 

11. 1. Employee training provided by institutions.

	Category + number of institutions
	Historical monument preservation /16/
	Museums /57/
	Academy
/2/
	Universities /4/
	Private /7/
	Total
 /86/

	Type of training 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Basic field techniques 
	3


	18,75
	9


	15,79
	0


	0
	2
	50
	7
	100
	21
	24,42

	Basic field documentation 
	3
	18,75
	11
	19,3
	0
	0
	2
	50
	7
	100
	23
	26,74

	Basic geodetic works
	4
	25
	5
	8,77
	0
	0
	1
	25
	6
	85,7
	16
	18,6

	Computer literacy
	7
	43,75
	25
	43,86
	1
	50
	1
	25
	7
	100
	41
	47,67

	Photography
	6
	37,5
	6
	10,53
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7
	100
	19
	22,09

	Treatment of archeological material
	3
	18,75
	16
	28,07
	0
	0
	2
	50
	5
	71,4
	26
	30,23

	Eco-facts collection
	2
	12,5
	4
	7,02
	0
	0
	1
	25
	5
	71,4
	12
	13,95

	Preserving 

finds
	4
	25
	31
	54,39
	0
	0
	2
	50
	4
	57,1
	41
	47,67

	Foreign languages
	1
	6,25
	11
	19,3
	2
	100
	1
	25
	0
	0
	15
	17,44



Collected answers demonstrate that privately founded / sponsored organizations are the most active in providing employee training, since they offer training in all of the surveyed categories, and always in numbers greater than 50% (with the exception of „foreign languages“).  With the other organizations, we can see some correlation between the kind of training they provide and the type of archaeological activity the organization usually engages in. From this perspective, it is not surprising that a large portion of museums would train their employees in „preserving finds“, as well as in preceding stages of processing finds („treatment of archaeological material“).  High proportion of positive answers in the „computer literacy“ category is probably related to training in the systems of computerized record-keeping of finds at the particular museum, and associated administrative tasks. At historic monument preservation offices, the high representation of computer literacy courses has a similar reason – familiarizing employees with computerized record-keeping systems for historic monument preservation, as well as with related administrative tasks. Greater attention is paid to photography at these offices most likely due to their effort to monitor and document the state of each historical monument. The same can be said of „geodetic works“. Surprisingly low is the attention paid to „collecting eco-facts“ at archaeological sites, even though the importance of these facts has greatly increased recently. We might assume that this is due to the participation of eco-fact-collection specialists at sites, if the particular institution employs them, or due to collaboration with specialized institutions.     
11. 2.  Does the level of training / education of your entry-level workers meet current requirements?

	
	Yes
	%
	No
	%
	I don’t know
	%

	Historical monument preservation
	5
	33,3
	8
	53,4
	2
	13,3

	University
	4
	100
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Academy
	0
	0
	2
	100
	0
	0

	Museums
	27
	48,2
	21
	37,5
	8
	14,3

	Private
	4
	57,1
	3
	42,9
	0
	0

	Total
	40
	47,62
	34
	40,48
	10
	11,9


Interesting are the results of the survey on whether education (training, skills) acquired at universities meets current needs and requirements. 84 institutions in total answered this question (two omitted to reply). An affirmative answer was in a minority (47,62% of all answers). We don’t consider the answers provided by universities (4x „yes“) to be entirely unbiased. After we subtracted these four affirmative answers, we obtained the following ratio: „Yes“ (45%), „ No“ (42,5%) and „I don’t know“ (12,5%). 

11. 3. Performing activities related to archaeology within one’s own organization.
	Category
	Historical monument preservation /16/
	Museums /57/
	Academy /2/
	Universities /4/
	Private /7/
	Total /86/

	Type of activity
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%

	Providing employees for field research – technicians
	9
	56,25
	35
	61,4
	1
	50
	2
	50
	7
	100
	54
	62,79

	Providing employees for field research –  workers
	3
	18,75
	25
	43,86
	0
	0
	2
	50
	5
	71,43
	35
	40,7

	Field documentation
	13
	81,25
	45
	78,95
	2
	100
	2
	50
	7
	100
	69
	80,23

	Geodetic works
	6
	37,5
	14
	24,56
	1
	50
	2
	50
	5
	71,43
	28
	32,56

	Photo-documentation
	14
	87,5
	48
	84,21
	2
	100
	2
	50
	7
	100
	73
	84,88

	Basic treatment if archaeological finds 
	13
	81,25
	47
	82,46
	2
	100
	2
	50
	7
	100
	
	

	Conserving finds
	6
	37,5
	38
	66,67
	2
	100
	2
	50
	1
	14,29
	49
	56,98

	Geophysical and other non-destructive research 
	1
	6,25
	1
	1,75
	2
	100
	1
	25
	0
	0
	5
	5,81

	Aerial archaeology
	2
	12,5
	12
	21,05
	2
	100
	1
	25
	0
	0
	17
	19,77

	Compiling archive research 
	11
	68,75
	37
	64,91
	1
	50
	1
	25
	4
	57,14
	54
	62,79

	Building historical research 
	7
	43,75
	5
	8,77
	0
	0
	1
	25
	5
	71,43
	17
	19,77

	Obtaining and evaluating eco-facts
	3
	18,75
	7
	12,28
	2
	100
	1
	25
	3
	42,86
	16
	18,6

	Depository activities
	9
	56,25
	50
	87,72
	1
	50
	2
	50
	3
	42,86
	65
	75,58

	Exhibitions and lectures 
	11
	68,75
	53
	92,98
	1
	50
	4
	100
	5
	71,43
	74
	86,05


Research on the subject to what degree do organizations perform each of the activities related to archaeology in-house revealed that most organizations actually do complete most of the tasks themselves. The table above (just as the previous tables) only works with affirmative answers.

Only specialized types of research (aerial archaeology, geophysical/non-destructive research, in part also obtaining and evaluating eco-facts) are provided to a lesser extent across all types of offices. With regards to working with eco-facts, several organizations explicitly stated that they only collect this data. Also, providing geodetic services in-house seems to be infrequent. We can interpret the data we collected as showing that organizations are usually capable of performing simpler geodetic works themselves; specialized tasks (such as photogrammetry, 3D scanning) are outsourced to specialized institutions.  
Unique category is providing workers for archaeological field research (workers, diggers). While performing this task in-house used to be prevalent (i.e. hiring these workers on short-term basis directly by the relevant institution), this approach is giving way to outsourcing to a sub-contractor, due to changes in the labor market and in related legislation.  

11. 4. Performing activities related to archaeology in collaboration with other institutions.

	Category
	Historical monument preservation /16/
	Museums /57/
	Academy /2/
	Universities /4/
	Private /7/
	Total /86/

	Type of activity
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%

	Providing employees for field research – technicians
	4
	25
	17
	29,82
	1
	50
	0
	0
	2
	28,57
	24
	27,91

	Providing employees for field research –  workers
	10
	62,5
	23
	40,35
	1
	50
	0
	0
	4
	57,14
	38
	44,19

	Field documentation
	4
	25
	17
	29,82
	1
	50
	0
	0
	1
	14,29
	23
	26,74

	Geodetic works
	8
	50
	35
	61,4
	2
	100
	1
	25
	6
	85,71
	52
	60,47

	Photo-documentation
	2
	12,5
	8
	14,04
	1
	50
	0
	0
	1
	14,29
	12
	13,95

	Basic treatment if archaeological finds 
	2
	12,5
	9
	15,79
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	28,57
	13
	15,12

	Conserving finds
	9
	56,25
	29
	50,88
	0
	0
	1
	25
	2
	28,57
	41
	47,67

	Geophysical and other non-destructive research 
	10
	62,5
	38
	66,67
	1
	50
	2
	50
	6
	85,71
	57
	66,28

	Aerial archaeology
	5
	31,25
	24
	42,11
	0
	0
	2
	50
	5
	71,43
	36
	41,86

	Compiling archive research 
	6
	37,5
	12
	21,05
	1
	50
	0
	0
	2
	28,57
	21
	24,42

	Building historical research 
	8
	50
	33
	57,89
	1
	50
	1
	25
	2
	28,57
	45
	52,33

	Obtaining and evaluating eco-facts
	9
	56,25
	37
	64,91
	0
	0
	2
	50
	5
	71,43
	53
	61,63

	Depository activities
	3
	18,75
	3
	5,26
	1
	50
	0
	0
	2
	28,57
	9
	10,47

	Exhibitions and lectures 
	5
	31,25
	19
	33,33
	2
	100
	1
	25
	2
	28,57
	29
	33,72

	Archaeology research management
	1
	6,25
	4
	7,02
	0
	0
	1
	25
	1
	14,29
	7
	8,14

	Human resources
	1
	6,25
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	28,57
	3
	3,49

	Business issues
	0
	0
	4
	7,02
	0
	0
	1
	25
	4
	57,14
	9
	10,47

	Information technology
	6
	37,5
	14
	24,56
	1
	50
	0
	0
	5
	71,43
	26
	30,23

	Legal issues
	2
	12,5
	17
	29,82
	2
	100
	0
	0
	5
	71,43
	26
	30,23

	Translations and interpreting
	7
	43,75
	23
	40,35
	2
	100
	1
	25
	3
	42,86
	36
	41,86

	Collaboration with media/publicity
	3
	18,75
	22
	38,6
	1
	50
	1
	25
	3
	42,86
	30
	34,88


It is difficult to unequivocally interpret the collected data, with the exception of some partial observations. Providing persons for archaeological field research (technicians as well as workers) seems to be outsourced for the most part, with the exception of universities that usually employ their students in these positions (as part of their archaeological training). Same can be said of basic treatment of collected finds (i.e. cleaning and basic evidence of finds) that is also part of their studies.  

In some cases, the high percentage of outsourcing a particular activity can be traced to developments in the society at large in the past few years. This is true of complex geodetic works that are usually outsourced to specialized firms. Same can be said of handling legal issues (due to an increasingly complex legislation, and relationships with diverse institutions and firms), and of translating and interpreting activities  (the volume of which is mounting).   

Some activities are outsourced to other archaeological institutions (in part geophysical surveys; aerial archaeology; gathering and evaluating eco-facts). Surprising is the high percentage of outsourcing conservation of finds at museums (this should be one of the museums’ core activities that is, however, difficult to perform at smaller museums), or the high percentage of outsourcing historical surveys of building at historical monument preservation offices (this should also be one of these offices’ core activities).

In order to evaluate these issues in greater detail, we would have to prepare a much more detailed questionnaire.    
11. 5. Intent to perform some of these activities in-house. 

	
	Yes
	%
	No
	%
	I don’t know
	%

	Historical monument preservation
	4
	26,67
	8
	53,33
	3
	20

	University
	1
	33,33
	2
	66,67
	0
	0

	Academy
	1
	50
	1
	50
	0
	0

	Museums
	10
	19,61
	31
	60,78
	10
	19,61

	Private
	6
	100
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	22
	28,57
	42
	54,55
	13
	16,88


Note: This data was not reported by one historical monument preservation office, 6 museums, one university and one privately founded institution.

11. 6. Plans for performing of one of these activities in house in the next two years.

	
	Yes
	%
	No 
	%
	I don’t know
	%

	Historical monument preservation
	4
	26,67
	7
	46,66
	4
	26,67

	University
	1
	33,33
	2
	66,67
	0
	0

	Academy
	1
	50
	1
	50
	0
	0

	Museums
	12
	23,53
	33
	64,71
	6
	11,76

	Private
	6
	85,71
	1
	14,29
	0
	0

	Total
	24
	30,77
	44
	56,41
	10
	12,82


Note: This data was not reported by one historical monument preservation office, 6 museums and one university.
Both of these tables offer a peak into the development plans of each of the institutions, grouped by prevalent activity. It would appear that privately founded institutions and the Institutes of Archaeology of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic are planning to expand their activities the most (meanwhile, the Institutes of Archaeology already engage in a broad range of archaeology-related activities). In case of the privately founded organizations, this planned expansion corresponds with their optimistic outlook that has already been apparent in the data on planned hiring in the next three years (tables 9.1. and 9.2). However, only a more detailed questionnaire could yield more exact data.  

12. Wages and salaries in archaeology.

As part of this project, we also collected data on wages and salaries in archaeology. This data is considered to be sensitive. Consequently, the number of organizations and persons below does not correspond with the numbers we usually seeing in the tables above, since part of the respondents did not report any salary data, and a small part reported data in such a way that they could not be properly processed. 

As is common in many countries, the collected data represent salaries before tax, i.e. the amount an employee would receive from an employer, but still would have to pay taxes, health and social insurance from. We aren’t including the amount employers pay to the state for each employee (can be up to an additional 39% ). As required, we have re-calculated the reported data to represent annual salaries.

12. 1. Overview of average annual salaries in archaeology.

	A
	
	Archeologists
	Technicians
	Other specialists and scientific researchers

	Type of institution
	Count
	Annual salary 
	Number of persons
	Annual salary 
	Number of persons
	Annual salary 
	Number of persons

	Museums  – Bohemia
	36
	201593,-
	79
	180865,-
	43
	218307,-
	3

	Museums – Moravia and Silesia
	11
	281842,-
	26
	205450,-
	14
	200000,-
	1

	Private institutions
	5
	274647,-
	17
	219408,-
	49
	220286,-
	7

	Universities
	4
	305307,-
	26
	276000,-
	7
	-
	-

	Offices of Arch. Mon. Preservation
	2
	244640,-
	25
	150818,-
	22
	-
	-

	Nat. Inst. for Preservation of Hist. Monuments
	11
	299344,-
	44
	173077,-
	40
	192000,-
	2

	Institute of Archaeology Prague
	1
	342318,-
	44
	174714,-
	56
	299727,-
	11

	Institute of Archaeology Brno
	1
	391125,-
	24
	227000,-
	23
	-
	-

	
	71
	
	285
	
	254
	
	24


	B
	
	Archeologists
	Technicians
	Other specialists and scientific researchers

	Type of institution
	Count
	Annual salary 
	Number of persons
	Annual salary 
	Number of persons
	Annual salary 
	Number of persons

	Museums and Offices of Archaeology Monument Preservation
	49
	225929,-
	130
	176854,-
	79
	213730,-
	4

	Private institutions
	5
	274647,-
	17
	219408,-
	49
	220286,-
	7

	Universities
	4
	305307,-
	26
	276000,-
	7
	-
	-

	Nat. Inst. for Preservation of Hist. Monuments
	11
	299344,-
	44
	173077,-
	40
	192000,-
	2

	Institutes of Archaeology Prague + Brno
	2
	359544,-
	68
	189937,-
	79
	299727,-
	11

	
	71
	
	285
	
	254
	
	24


	C
	
	Archeologists
	Technicians
	Other specialists and scientific researchers

	Type of institution
	Count
	Annual salary 
	Number of persons
	Annual salary 
	Number of persons
	Annual salary
	Number of persons

	Commercial institution
	5
	274647,-
	17
	219408,-
	49
	220286,-
	7

	Other institutions
	66
	279585,-
	268
	184544,-
	205
	266819,-
	17

	
	71
	
	285
	
	254
	
	24


12. 2. Annual salaries of basic categories of employees.

	
	Count
	Annual salary
	Monthly salary

	Archaeologists
	285
	279290,-
	23274,-

	Technicians 
	254
	191279,-
	15939,-

	Other specialists and scientific researchers
	24
	253247,-
	21104,-

	All
	563
	238469,-
	19872,- 


Data on wages and salaries evidence several well- known facts, the basic one being that the wages and salaries in archaeology aren’t reflective of the fact that pretty much all archaeologists (98,4%), and most of the „persons employed in archaeology“ (59,16%) have competed their university degrees. Only salaries in the category „archaeologist“ exceed the national average. Salaries in other categories (other specialists and scientific researchers, and technicians) hover below the national average, even though in the category „other specialists and scientific researchers“ we find exclusively persons with completed university degrees. When we summarize data across all employees, the reported average salary also drops below the national average.  
A more detailed analysis shows that the vast majority of archaeologists working for institutions founded by municipalities or regions receive less than the national average salary. The highest average salaries have been reported at universities and at the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic. Privately founded institutions also tend to pay more than the national average. 

Overall, we consider the reported situation in wages and salaries to be alarming, and not reflective of the qualifications required of the persons employed in archaeology, or of the fact that these employees often care for monuments and objects of priceless value. We can say that so far, there has been little change in the attitude of the society at large towards archaeology, compared with the attitudes prevalent prior to 1989. 

The fact that data on wages and salaries are difficult to obtain and are considered to be sensitive or very personal (as evidenced by some of the blank questionnaires that included an explanation to that effect) plays some role. Without relevant data, however, we can hardly strive for change. 

  To conclude this section, we attach a table the format of which was common to all participating countries. We added the data on monthly salaries that are the most common in our own environment.  
12. 3. Average wages in archaeology, compared with other categories of employees.

	Country
	Czech Republic, CZ
	

	Basic administrative division
	Bohemia, Moravia + Silesia
	

	Centralized or decentralized system
	Mixed system, strengthening the authority of regions 
	

	Currency
	Česká koruna (Czech crown – CZK)
	

	Exchange rate to Euro (€)
	€ 1.00 = CZK 29.03 (as of 02/01/06) 

or € 1.00 = CZK 27.53 (as of 02/01/07), source: ECB data
	

	Average annual salary
	260304,- CZK (year 2007 – all employees), source: Czech Statistical Office (www.czso/csu.cz) – annual pre-tax salary 
	i.e. monthly: 21692,-

	Average annual salary  for comparable categories of employees
	273864,- CZK (year 2006 – employees in research and science), source: www.businessinfo.cz – annual pre-tax salary 
	i.e. monthly: 22822,-

	
	379836,- CZK (year 2006 –  only researchers and scientists), source: www.businessinfo.cz – annual pre-tax salary
	i.e. monthly: 31653,-

	
	233148,- CZK (year 2007 – employees in education), source: Czech Statistical Office (www.czso/csu.cz) – annual pre-tax salary (1)
	i.e. monthly: 19429,-

	
	418032,- CZK (year 2007 –  researchers at the Academy of Sciences of the CR), source: AS CR, data collected in person – annual pre-tax salary (4)
	i.e. monthly: 34836,-

	Average annual salary of an archaeologist (2)
	279290,- CZK (year 2007), source: Discovering – annual pre-tax salary 
	i.e. monthly: 23274,-

	Average annual salary  of a “person employed in archaeology” (3)
	238469,- CZK (year 2007), source: Discovering – annual pre-tax salary 
	i.e. monthly: 19872,- 

	Usual manner of quoting wages/salaries 
	Monthly pre-tax salary
	


Notes:

(1) -  Employees in research and science are categorized as employees in „Education“ in the statistics of the Czech Statistical Office

(2) – Includes 285 persons
(3) – Includes 563 persons
(4) – E-mail communication, data will be officially published in the Annual Report. Includes 4258 persons
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Appendix 3.  Job titles of positions that employ archaeologists and other persons working in archaeology

Archaeologists:
Archaeologist
Archaeologist - curator

Archaeologist – collection curator
Archaeologist – specialized researcher 
Archaeologist – historical monument preservation specialist

Archaeologist – historical monument preservation 
Assistant

Docent

Doctoral student
Curator

Curator – archaeologist
Curator of archaeological collections
Curator of collections and moveable property 
Assistant lecturer

Specialized employee

Specialized employee – archaeologist

Specialized employee for research and science
Post-doctoral student
Professor

Director
Independent research specialist – curator 

Technical worker

Research assistant
Research worker 
Research worker – university professor

Museum director

Managing research scientist
Other specialists / researchers:

Analyses and measurement specialist
Anthropologist

Archival specialist

Environmental specialist
Historian

IT specialist

Conservationist 

Curator of archaeological collections

Specialized scientist and researcher 

Osteologist
Historical monument preservation specialist

Depository manager
Research scientist 
Technical workers:

Administrative
Administrative worker
Analyst-diagnostician
Archive specialist
Assistant

Archaeology research assistant 

Bibliographer and cataloger
Worker
Documentator
Archaeology research documentator

Documentator – geodesist  

Documentator – drawer 
Documentator – laboratory worker 
Photographer
Geodesist
Chief documentator – depository manager 
Cartographer 
Librarian
Conservationist 

Conservationist – ceramics 

Conservationist - restorer
Digger

Sketcher

Laboratory worker

Laboratory specialist

Lecturer 

Specialized worker 

Specialized worker – high-school/ university graduate

Auxiliary laboratory worker

Archaeology research worker

Restorer
Restorer - conservationist
Specialist
Archaeology research specialist 
Collections management

Depository management

Collections manager
Technical worker

Technician

Technician – document processing

Technician – specialist

Technician – field research

Field research specialist
Field research technician
Field research technician – document processing

Laboratory manager

Chief technician
private; 8%





monument preservation; 19%





universities; 5%





academy; 2%





museums; 66%





Archeologists divided by prevalent activity





monument preservation; 20%





academy; 16%





university; 16%





private; 9%





museum; 39%





Institutions by number of people





1 person; 41%





max. 3; 34%





max. 5; 9%





max. 10; 9%





more than 20; 2%





max. 20; 5%





Archeologists in regions
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