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Over a century ago, in order to curb the looting and trafficking of archaeological relics and alongside the development of modern archaeological excavation protocols in the region, China introduced a legal framework to protect its archaeological heritage. Over the years, the concept of heritage protection and exhibition has undergone three major developments closely intertwined with the country's political and social contexts. The present review summarises the processes at the root of this specific trajectory. Following the introduction of a clear statement of ownership by the Chinese government in the 1920s, Historical Museums became the safe keepers of archaeological relics, therefore removing this heritage type from the private sphere and putting it in the public realm. Deliberations on how to preserve the authenticity and integrity of archaeological heritage in 1950s encouraged the establishment of Archaeological Site Museums, an institution where both archaeological relics and sites can be protected and put on display. Since the 21 st century, fast urbanisation and an ever-growing market for tourism accelerated the construction and increased the popularity of Archaeological Site Parks, an urban setting combining both archaeological attractions and leisure activities. In this context, archaeological heritage has become a tool fit for touristic development and economic growth.

Introduction

Thirty years ago, during the 9 th General Assembly of the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) held in Lausanne, Switzerland, the International Committee for the Management of Archaeological Heritage proposed a Charter that defined the concept of 'archaeological heritage' and listed principles of global validity for its management and protection. The first Article of the Charter for the Protection and Management of Archaeological Heritage defines this heritage type as 'all vestiges of human existence, [which] consists of places relating to all manifestations of human activity, abandoned structures, and remains of all kinds (including subterranean and underwater sites) together with all the portable cultural material associated with them' yielded through the application of archaeological methods. [START_REF]ICOMOS, The 9 th General Assembly Charter[END_REF] The ratification of this Charter and the adaptation of its core principles to existing legislations constitute a process worthy of investigation. Indeed, long-standing socio-cultural ideals and shifting political interests often play key roles in this development. To that regard, China constitutes an intriguing case study. Despite its long history of relics' curation, 2 the implementation of an institutional system responsible for the protection and exhibition of archaeological heritage is a relatively recent phenomena in the Chinese cultural landscape. Considering that China is in the process of reconfiguring its heritage management policies in order to adapt to the pressing needs of a market economy, [START_REF] Bollo | Policy Impact Public Museums[END_REF] and given the special place archaeological heritage holds in the formulation of a national narrative, [START_REF] Adams | Underwater archaeology Chinese agenda[END_REF] it is imperative to review the development of initiatives for the protection and exhibition of archaeological heritage and highlight the challenges they may face in the future.

At present, the definition and classification of 'archaeological heritage' in Chinese laws, regulations, and official documents are relatively, and purposefully, broad. Two main categories can be distinguished: archaeological remains and archaeological relics. Archaeological remains comprise both immovable cultural sites, such as cave sites, settlement sites, ancient city sites, ancient kilns, palaces, residential sites, temples, mining and smelting sites and ancient tombs including single tombs, mausoleums, cemetery or stone carvings. Nowadays, archaeological sites are commonly understood as being part of this category. Archaeological relics, on the other hand, refer to movable items of material culture found in the course of archaeological activities.

From Private to Public: Museums as Safe Keepers of Archaeological Heritage

Traditionally, archaeological remains and relics are esteemed by the Chinese people who generally view them as bearing the 'soul of their ancestors'. 6 As early as the Song dynasty, and again during the Qing dynasty, antiquarians at the service of the elite developed rigorous excavation, analytical, and cataloguing methods for unearthing and curating ancient relics, some of which were used thereafter in ceremonial state rituals. 7 Regardless of the social origins of the deceased, it is customary to protect human remains and offerings by continuously piling earth and planting trees on burials, and erecting stone tablets to identify them. These buried relics were, and still are, intended for the ancestors' use in the other world and considered inviolable. This indigenous mode of relic protection effectively safeguarded many ancient sites and their content for thousands of years. As a result of the densification of human settlements throughout the years, these valuable relics often ended up being found literally in the backyards of many Chinese citizens. [START_REF] Stephen | Domestic Archaeological Heritage Management[END_REF] At the beginning of the 20 th century, the ongoing fascination in Europe for rare oriental objects combined with the introduction of foreign excavation methods by European and Japanese archaeologists shed light on the richness of the Chinese archaeological record and triggered the emergence of a collective awareness of its value. Unsurprisingly, less scrupulous individuals sought to personal gain by selling the objects they had in their possession and/or pillaging archaeological sites and selling their finds to foreigners eager to obtain exotic Chinese cultural relics that were highly prized abroad. On some occasions, direct access to the archaeological sites was facilitated, which resulted in foreigners smuggling archaeological heritage out of China. The ease and profitability of these activities relied heavily on the absence of clear archaeological heritage management regulations and an institutional structure responsible for protecting it.

The first attempt to legislate on the preservation of antiquities in China dates back to 1909 when the Qing court proposed its 'Promotion Measures of Ancient Antiquities Preservation'. This for the first time defined and categorised Chinese antiquities in a fashion similar to their Western counterparts. However, because of political turbulence at the time, the adoption and implementation of these measures at a national level faced setbacks that limited its effectiveness. Consequently, the Ministry of Internal Affairs of the Beiyang Government proposed the Interim Measures for the Preservation of Antiquities in October 1916. This temporary and emergency document listed the important cultural relics that required protection, i.e., imperial mausoleums and tombs of outstanding men, remains related to historical or modern celebrities, inscriptions and statues, trees of former countries, bronze relics, bamboo and wooden slips, paintings and calligraphies, etc. The aim of these Measures was two-fold: first, it listed the aspects of archaeological heritage that required to move from the private to the public domain; second, it constituted an effort to establish the Beiyang Government as the legitimate national governing body. Unfortunately, however, the categories of architectural and material culture included in the so-called 'important relics' selection were relatively limited in number considering the richness of the Chinese archaeological record. Furthermore, these Measures did not include provisions for the creation of a protection agency nor did they supply national and local authorities with specific means or methods to enforce such protection. [START_REF] Huo | Origin Law Preservation Antiquities"; and Maus Stephen[END_REF] Finally, the Interim Measures were by definition 'temporary', they were never enacted into a proper law. Consequently, such legal norms were ineffective in protecting archaeological heritage or to curbing illegal theft, trafficking in archaeological relics or clandestine excavation.

By the mid-1920s, formal archaeological excavations led by academicians were becoming more and more frequent in China. These early works played a crucial role in shedding light on the richness of the Chinese archaeological record despite the use of sampling and curation methods that would nowadays be considered inadequate for the ideal preservation of both archaeological relics and remains. Nonetheless, the legal void left open by the Beiyang Government with regard to the protection of archaeological relics became a source of concerns and tensions between the local and central governments in the early years of the Nanjing decade. Two incidents played an important role in outlining the next legal framework for the preservation of archaeological relics: the 'Shang Zhen appeal' in 1928, and the 'dispute over the relics of Yin Xu' in 1929. In the first year following his initial appointment as Chairman of the Hebei Province, Shang Zhen became increasingly concerned about the fate of Chinese archaeological relics. On the one hand, he felt that the looting and selling of antiquities in China was becoming a serious problem. On the other hand, he deplored the lack of control by the governments over the archaeological activities conducted in the Hebei Province. On 30 December 1928, Shang Zhen appealed to the Nationalist Government and proposed (1) that Chinese and foreign people should not excavate archaeological sites arbitrarily i.e., without the permission of the provincial government, and (2) that the central government should enact relevant preservation laws as soon as possible. These recommendations were positively received but would require some time before being enacted into clear policies.

The second incident occurred during the first official excavation, in 1928, of the Yin Xu site (Anyang, Henan province), the capital of the late Shang Dynasty (3,300 bp [kya]). Discovered in 1899, the site had acquired some fame as being the first documented capital site of Chinese history, which yielded numerous oracle bones as well as scapulae bearing inscriptions in an ancient form of Chinese writing. In 1928, new excavations at the Yin Xu site were undertaken by the archaeological section of the Institute of History and Philosophy, Central Academy of Sciences, under the supervision of Li Ji. This excavation was special in many regards. For the first time, Chinese archaeologists conducted the excavations, and set the methodological foundations of what would become modern Chinese archaeology. At the same time the discovery of a royal palace and of several royal tombs revealed the importance of the site in the Chinese cultural landscape. Despite such promising start, however, tensions relating to the ownership of cultural relics emerged between the local, provincial and central governments. Indeed, on 8 October 1929, the Henan Provincial Government was made aware that the Institute of History and Language of the Central Academy of Sciences had transported objects from the Yin Xu site from Anyang, Henan, to Beijing (formerly known as Peiping) without consent from the local authorities. In fierce reaction, He Rizhang, then director of the Henan Library and National Museum (the predecessor of the current Henan Museum), decided to lead a team of local workers and conduct the excavation of Yin Xu, while obstructing the personnel of the Institute of History and Philosophy from pursuing their work at the site. Frictions between the two sides lasted for nearly 3 months. Although the dispute was resolved by agreeing that new finds from Yin Xu would be curated at the Henan Library and National Museum, the dispute had serious effects on the social landscape. Indeed, the involvement of local workers by He Rizhang raised the public awareness on the necessity to preserve local cultural heritage. In parallel, it also empowered local groups to challenge decisions from the central government that would deprive them from easily accessing the archaeological discoveries found at their localities. In a sense, this incident constituted an act of resistance to the centralisation of modern archaeological research in China, and casted suspicions towards the role of modern archaeology in the emergence of a nationalist narrative and the legitimation of a governing body.

Although seriously challenging the authority of the Nationalist government, the Yin Xu dispute nevertheless highlighted the need to promptly formulate laws and regulations that would clarify the role of the State and its legitimacy when it comes to the protection of cultural relics. Less than a year after the Yin Xu dispute, the Nanjing Nationalist Government enacted the Antiquities Conservation Law of 2 June nd , 1930. In accordance with Shang Zhen's appeal and in reaction to the previous year's turmoil in Henan, this first statutory law aimed to 1) avoid the dissemination of archaeological relics abroad and 2) legitimate the Nationalist government as the protector of Chinese archaeological heritage. According to this Law, all ancient relics buried or exposed belong to State, and, consequently, the responsibility to protect historical sites and relics related to history, culture and art is incumbent to the State. Through this claim of ownership, the Nationalist Government moved Chinese archaeological heritage from the private to the public sphere, and therefore laid down a clear legal foundation on which future principles of archaeological heritage protection and exhibition could rest. Interestingly, the Law itself gained widespread recognition and its core principle on 'State ownership' remains in effect to this day. In addition to moving the archaeological heritage from the private to the public sphere, the Antiquities Conservation Law also appointed state-funded local Museums, often referred to as Historical Museums, as institutions responsible for the curation and conservation of the archaeological relics and remains. Although this provision was likely a mean to avoid tensions between the local and central administrative bodies akin to what had happened for the Yin Xu relics, the practice of transferring archaeological relics to local Museums had already started earlier. Indeed, the outcome of another dispute taking place in the early 1920s did set a precedent on how to deal with archaeological relics. [START_REF] Xu | [END_REF] In August 1923, a land owner, Li Rui, undertook a project to drill a well on one of his parcels in the Xinzheng County, Zhengzhou City, Henan Province. While doing so, he fortuitously unearthed artefacts from the Zheng State (2.8-2.3 kya), a vassal state of the Zhou Dynasty. The site in question, Li Jialou, gained fame and prestige as it yielded archaeological remains related to the Spring and Autumn Period of the Eastern Zhou Period as well as the tomb of the seventh emperor of the Zheng State. Questions of ownership arose from the very discovery of the site. Li Rui believed he was the sole and rightful owner of the relics he had unearthed on his private property. However, this view was not shared by Jin Yun'e, an influential local military leader, who advocated that artefacts relating to the antiquity of the Chinese civilisation belonged to the State and could not be owned by any individual. Li Rui was eventually instructed to handing over all archaeological relics that had been found to the Henan Museum. By this turn of events, the artefacts discovered at the Li Jialou site became the founding collection of the Henan Museum.

From the dispute on the ownership of the Li Jialou archaeological relics and, moreover following the enactment of the first protectionist law by the Nationalist Government, the fate of Chinese archaeology and of Historical Museums became intertwined. As Su 11 points out, the 1920s and 1930s are the two decades during which the foundation of local Historical Museums boomed in China, a period that coincided with a surge of archaeological excavations across the country. This co-dependence has often been acknowledged in the literature. [START_REF] Ceng | Museum and Archaeological Work[END_REF] In essence, archaeological projects allowed research to shed light on past activities and on the antiquity of Chinese civilisation while Historical Museums, as state-funded institutions, provided the resources, human, material and financial, necessary to carry out excavations and an infrastructure fit for the curation of archaeological material and the display of the knowledge acquired through these research projects. In short, Historical Museums became the 'safe keeper' of archaeological relics.

Authenticity and Integrity: The Rise of Archaeological Site Museums

The enactment of the Antiquities Conservation Law did send a strong message both domestically and abroad on the Chinese State's will to protect its archaeological heritage. Indeed, this first legislation provided clear regulations as to who could conduct archaeological excavations and how these campaigns should be implemented, in addition to proclaiming the State's ownership over any archaeological finds unearthed during these projects. However, it failed to address issues pertaining to the preservation of archaeological sites. Indeed, people paid very little attention to the places where the antiquities were discovered at the time. Archaeological sites discovered during the 1930s and 1940s were not subjected to planned conservation or management as this concept did not exist then in China. [START_REF] Lu | Issues on the Management[END_REF] The lack of concern for the protection of the archaeological sites themselves is understandable from both the political and academic perspectives. Politically, the law was first and foremost a response to halt private hunts of valuable archaeological relics and to curb their distribution abroad. This was achieved through the claim of ownership and through the regulations pertaining to how archaeological work should be carried out. From an academic perspective, this lack of concern for the protection of archaeological sites is not unique to China. One of the core concepts borrowed from foreign academicians at the time relates to type fossils, i.e., artefacts characteristic of a given cultural and/or historical period. Recovery methods in these early research years focused mainly on these distinguishable objects while neglecting the context in which they were unearthed as well as the other archaeological remains found in association with them. When discovering an object that did not carry any monetary value or was not considered fit for being displayed in a Historical Museum, e.g., faunal remains, pottery sherds that could not be refitted to a pot or vessel, etc., it was commonplace to discard it. Archaeological sites were often randomly backfilled or abandoned following the recovery of valuable relics. When archaeological excavations were conducted in conjunction with an infrastructure project, the deposit would simply be destroyed. Interestingly, theoretical debates in the archaeological academic circles would transform the general perception on the value of archaeological sites.

Despite being relatively isolated from Western academic influences, converging theoretical discussions took place in the 1950s challenging the founding principles at the origin of archaeological knowledge. At this time, New Archaeology was emerging in the United States as an alternative to address the limitations of the culturehistorical programme, in essence an approach which consisted of describing and cataloguing artefacts in order to create historical timelines. 14 Meanwhile in China, the deliberations centred on preoccupations relating to the role of archaeology in the creation of an authentic and historically sound national narrative. Timelines of valuable archaeological relics were indeed only providing a partial view on the variability in past material culture. Furthermore, this view was highly distorted from the emphasis given to the protection of prestigious goods. In the decade following the foundation of the People's Republic, such focus on the elite became frowned upon. This context favoured a major shift in archaeological research objectives. To document better past human activities and societies, archaeologists started paying more attention on the contexts yielding archaeological relics. 15 Chinese archaeologists, therefore, mobilised a great deal of effort in order to limit the damage inherent to their investigations of archaeological sites, a destruction sometimes compared to a 'murder', while retrieving as much data as possible and recording their findings in detailed reports, a document akin to an 'autopsy report'. [START_REF] Cao | Thoughts on Archaeological Excavations[END_REF] Discussions on authenticity and integrity did not only concern the methods through which archaeological heritage came to light. Early in this process, questions were raised as to how archaeological heritage was exhibited and how it could be improved. Although transferring archaeological relics to state-funded Historical Museums was undeniably beneficial for their protection, their display in Museum windows deprived the general public of contextual knowledge on the social and environmental settings within which these relics were historically put to use. The main disadvantage of such means of exhibition was that historical narrative about the antiquity of Chinese civilisation was transmitted in a closed, one-sided way. The lack of possible interaction between the public and the contextual information made this mode of transmission quite inefficient, and so, not fully understandable. [START_REF] Lowenthal | The Past is a Foreign Country; and Lu[END_REF] It is in an attempt to find a solution to this dual problem, protecting archaeological remains and creating an exhibition setting in which the public could visually interact with the context of the archaeological finds, that a second mode of protection and exhibition emerged: Archaeological Site Museum.

The first Archaeological Site Museum built in China, the Banpo Site Museum, opened in 1958. In 1953, the excavations at Banpo quickly prompted widespread interest and excitement for both its scale and its excellent state of preservation. The site is located east of Xi'an City, Shaanxi province, in the Yellow River Valley, and covers a 50,000-m 2 area, a fifth of which was carefully excavated between 1954 and 1957. Archaeological research at the site led to the discovery of 46 houses, more than 200 cellars, 6 pottery kilns and 250 tombs. More than 18,000 artefacts were unearthed as well as a large collection of ecofacts including grains of millet and rapeseed. Owing to the nature of the architectural and archaeological remains, and the Marxist paradigm that was prevalent in Chinese archaeology at the time, Banpo was interpreted as a typical matriarchal settlement of the Neolithic Yangshao Culture (~6.7-5.6 kya). [START_REF]For a critical review of this interpretation, see Li, The Chinese Neolithic[END_REF] The excavations carried at Banpo were the first to yield a large-scale prehistoric settlement site in China. Consequently, the research drew a lot of attention from academics -more than 200 archaeologists took part in the excavations -and fascinated the general public. [START_REF] Wang | Xi'an Banpo Museum[END_REF] The excavation methods developed and implemented at the Banpo site -including, isolating and excavating coherent structural units, sifting sediments and preserving stratigraphic profiles at the sitewere quickly viewed as representing significant progresses and paved the way for the development of settlement archaeology in China. [START_REF] Wei | Building Banpo Museum[END_REF] Thanks to a widespread media coverage, the Banpo site soon became a major attraction for domestic and foreign experts as well as for leaders and distinguished guests visiting the Xi'an region.

The exceptional discoveries made during these campaigns encouraged the conceptualisation of an infrastructure fit for both the curation of the archaeological relics and the display of major site components worthy of preservation. Such infrastructure took the form of an Archaeological Site Museum, which combined both characteristics typical of Historical Museums -i.e., curating and exhibiting archaeological relics while facilitating archaeological research and educating the general public -and novelties that set this mode of protection and exhibition of archaeological heritage apart from its predecessor. On the one hand, the discovery of the Banpo site had the effect of expanding the scope of archaeological heritage to include the archaeological site as well as the relics it yielded. Consequently, the main innovation provided by this new mode of exhibition consisted of showcasing portions of the site as objects on display. Although the archaeological relics unearthed during the excavations formed the bulk of the Archaeological Site Museum's collection, the main attraction remained the site itself. [START_REF] Huang | Archaeological Work and Site Museums[END_REF] On the other hand, building an Archaeological Site Museum on the premises of the deposit itself provided an enhanced experience to the general public. Showcasing both archaeological relics and remains in close proximity allowed the visitors to immerse themselves in the surrounding environment and to better link the relics on display with the spatial organisation of the site. Such visual interaction constitutes a major improvement in bringing awareness of the sitespecific spatial and social organisation within which the archaeological relics were used and a striking contrast to the rows of cabinets typically seen in Historical Museums. However, in line with McManus's view, most in-situ protection and exhibition projects still focused on the monuments and other artefacts themselves rather than on the landscapes surrounding them. [START_REF] Mcmanus | Archaeological Parks[END_REF] This mode of protection and exhibition of the archaeological heritage was truly innovative. Indeed, when the UNESCO was suggesting to consider the establishment of special Museums for sites and landscape features in December 1962, the Banpo Site Museum had already been founded for 4 years. [START_REF] Su | The Banpo Site Museum[END_REF] As of 1975, and moreover following the 'Reform and Opening' policy in 1978, market intervention initiatives and a surge in domestic demand for cultural tourism led to a substantial increase in new infrastructures aimed to protect and exhibit cultural products. The large number of Archaeological Site Museums founded in this period, e.g. Zhoukoudian Site Museum, Jinsha Site Museum, Hemudu Site Museum, Emperor Qinshihuang's Mausoleum Site Museum, etc., quickly became the front-runners amongst museum institutions in attracting an increasing number of tourists year after year, a trend that has not decelerated to this day. For instance, visits at the Emperor Qinshihuang's Mausoleum Site Museum increased from 4.52 million persons in 2012 to 6.85 million in 2017. Despite this success, a major limitation remains that not all the archaeological sites can be transformed into museums. Aside from the evident financial burden related to building such large-scale infrastructure, many archaeological sites simply do not have 'displayable' structures and objects that would be considered attractive to the general public. To deal with these sites, a logic based on classification along a tier-levelled scale akin to the one used for the relics themselves became the norm. Consequently, small archaeological sites are often not preserved after salvage excavation, and only large archaeological sites considered valuable for reinforcing the national narrative celebrating the antiquity and ingenuity of Chinese civilisation enjoyed an in-situ preservation. 24 Although preoccupations about authenticity and integrity were partly resolved with the introduction of Archaeological Site Museums, Historical Museums did not necessarily become obsolete. Far from it, their presence in the cultural landscape complemented that of Archaeological Site Museums.

New Consumption Trends and the Landscape of Archaeological Site Parks

China's opening to the globalised market economy at the end of the 20 th century had profound effects on archaeological heritage protection initiatives. In order to maintain its global competitiveness, economic priorities and massive investments shifted towards the maintenance and creation of infrastructures. The resulting fast urbanisation obviously became a threat to archaeological sites found on land with high development potential. To prevent destruction of valuable archaeological heritage, the State Council had instructed in its 1997 Notice on Strengthening and Improving the Work of Cultural Relics that 'the protection of ancient sites, especially large-scale sites, should be incorporated into local urban and rural construction and land-use planning.' Within this context, conflicting economic, cultural, and social priorities generated tensions amongst stakeholders and redefined the role cultural heritage in general, and archaeological heritage in particular, in this national development. Rapidly, a growing awareness emerged that culture can foster and fuel economic development, particularly in developing countries, [START_REF] Loulanski | Cultural Heritage in Socio-economic Development"; and Nhamo and Katsamudanga[END_REF] by turning evidence from the past into a marketable commodity, and therefore creating an accessible and attractive touristic attraction that contributes in its own ways to reinforce the national narrative. [START_REF] Shepherd | Heritage Management[END_REF] Increased globalisation punctuated by significant market fluctuations as well as rapid societal changes materialised in a thirst for touristic consumption, both at home and abroad, and for technological innovations forced urban planners and heritage management professionals alike to consider new approaches to archaeological site conservation and management. [START_REF] Williams | Conservation and Management: 20-years Perspective[END_REF] Interestingly, the emerging solution, the Archaeological Site Park, would address McManus' critical view on Archaeological Site Museum 28 by anchoring the displayed archaeological heritage within a carefully conceptualised landscape.

Archaeological Site Parks refer to premises designed for leisure activities and that feature, as main touristic attraction, a major archaeological landmark protected at the national level owing to its high historical, cultural, and/or academic value. These landmarks include ancient settlements, cities, towns, temples, caves, kilns, engineering works, mausoleums and cemeteries, all of which can neither be demolished nor removed without the formal approval of the State Administration of Cultural Heritage (SACH). When present in the landscape, urban planning evolves around the archaeological features in order for the Archaeological Site Park to become a central focus for local social life. Consequently, the creation of Archaeological Site Parks provides a means for the protection of great archaeological sites and a tool to strengthen the local and national touristic economy. In December 2009, the SACH issued the 'Measures for the Management of National Archaeological Site Park (Trial Implementation)', which allowed for the construction of National Archaeological Site Parks to be part of the national urban planning strategy. In October 2010, this administrative body announced the first batch of 12 National Archaeological Site Parks, including, amongst other sites, the Yuanmingyuan Park, the Yin Xu Site Park, the Emperor Qinshihuang's Mausoleum Site Park, and the Zhoukoudian Site Park. In June 2011, the directors of these 12 archaeological parks gathered in Xi'an to establish the National Archaeological Site Park alliance. During this meeting, they issued the Declaration of National Archaeological Park Alliance, which advocate for the harmonious coexistence of cultural heritage with people, city and nature. In December 2013 and December 2017, the second and third batches of National Archaeological Site Parks were officially announced, both batches including 12 major sites each. The protection of these 36 large-scale archaeological sites and their inclusion in the urban planning through the design of National Archaeological Site Parks brought substantial economic benefits to local communities, such as offering employment, boosting revenue from touristic activities, improving environmental quality, and increasing land value. [START_REF]An Evolution in Values[END_REF] In addition to providing a solution for the issues related to archaeological heritage protection in a context of fast urban development, Archaeological Site Parks are meant to meet the needs of entertainment associated with mass cultural tourism. In today's global tourism industry, archaeological heritage becomes a marketable commodity. As such, archaeological remains and relics are converted into objects that reify narratives celebrating the antiquity and ingenuity of Chinese civilisation. In other words, heritage tourism contributes to the economic diversification and vitality both in urban and rural areas while participating in the creation and promotion of a national historical narrative and a sense of collective identity. [START_REF] Dicks | History, Heritage and Localism"; and Salazar and Zhu[END_REF] In this context, Archaeological Site Parks became a prominent tourist attraction that celebrates the social and cultural origins of Chinese society. Despite often being built around an Archaeological Site Museum, or at least including an exhibition and interpretation centre, the focus of Archaeological Site Parks is not limited to the protection and exhibition of archaeological remains and relics. Central to this protection and exhibition model is the landscapes in which they are part of. This model is an innovative way of showcasing vast archaeological sites containing a number of monuments and using components of the environment as interpretative backdrop to somehow reinvent and/or emphasise the integrity of the archaeological remains. [START_REF] Papageorgiou | Unification of Archaeological Sites[END_REF] To convey this aura of integrity, some Archaeological Site Parks offer visitors with re-enactments of daily activities, prototypes or restorations of ancient monuments and structures, etc. These tools serve to stimulate the public senses through multiple interactions and to provide the audience with a pleasant and memorable experience.

Given its link to urban or territorial planning, Archaeological Site Park projects naturally bring together decision-makers and stakeholders from diverse horizons and with competing interests. If managed appropriately, they can play a stimulating role in the local economic development, [START_REF] Comer | Challenges in Archaeological Tourism"; and Thomas and Langlitz[END_REF] and can have profound social, environmental impacts. From an environmental perspective, an Archaeological Site Park constitutes a protective measure not only for the great site or the monument it contains but also for the surrounding landscape which becomes subject to strict land-use regulations. The Lu Kingdom Archaeological Site Park development project in Qufu illustrates well this aspect. Located 130 km south of Jinan, the capital city of the Shandong province, Qufu is a small city best known as the hometown of Confucius. It contains a number of palaces, temples, and cemeteries, some of which have been listed as UNESCO world heritage sites for over 25 years, e.g., the Temple and the Cemetery of Confucius, the Kong Family Mansion, etc. During the Western Zhou and Eastern Zhou Dynasties (~1.05-0.26 kya), Qufu served as the capital city of the Lu State, a kingdom perceived as a founder of modern Chinese civilisation. Nowadays, archaeological remnants of the city can be found over a ~ 10.5 km 2 area which is primarily used for agricultural activities. In December 2013, the land encompassing the archaeological remains was selected to be included in the second batch of National Archaeological Site Parks which led to the development of an urbanisation plan. The construction of the park is expected to last for 20 years, with a total investment hovering around 10 billion yuan (~1.5 billion US$). Such massive influx of capita in a rural area is bound to drastically transform the local economy. Indeed, individuals whose income depends on their access to the now-protected land had to permanently seek new source of revenue elsewhere, often from the employment opportunities offered during the construction period, and from the touristic-related services following the inauguration of the park. In creating a place that integrates education, scientific research, sightseeing, and leisure activities while protecting the surrounding environment, the Lu Kingdom Archaeological Site Park project is nonetheless cited as a model of harmonious urban development, i.e., a project that improves the resident's living conditions by updating the infrastructures, expanding the public cultural space and diversifying the local economy, protecting the archaeological heritage and exhibiting it, as well as increasing the prestige of the locality.

The creation of the Daming Palace Archaeological Site Park provides a contrasting example of the effects this type of project can have on the social fabric. Located in the city centre of Xi'an, Shaanxi Province, the Daming Palace served as the imperial court and political centre for more than 220 years during the Tang Dynasty. In order to reconstruct the gate, courts, and halls which originally covered 350 hectares of land, more than 25,000 houses and stores were demolished which resulted in the dismantlement of the community, with the relocation of more than 100,000 inhabitants to various areas of the city. [START_REF] Zhu | Uses of the Past." 34. Maags and Scensson, Chinese Heritage in the Making; Smith and Waterton, Heritage, Communities and Archaeology; and Hodder[END_REF] The case of the Daming Palace highlights how archaeological heritage protection, urban development, and local community's interests can often be disconnected from one another and can be very difficult to integrate. The complex web of relationships linking decision-makers with distinct, if not conflicting, goals forces parties to negotiate their respective powers and create alliances to achieve a 'consensual' outcome. However, the local population is often excluded from discussion on Chinese cultural heritage protection. Consequently, the lack of knowledge on the value of the archaeological remains found in their backyard and a misunderstanding of why they should, and how they can, participate in protection initiatives sometimes nurture a sentiment of discontent amongst less influential groups. 34 Despite being an innovative solution to satisfy the demand for new cultural attractions while benefiting the local economic development strategy, Archaeological Site Parks also raise two major dilemmas. The first relates to the selection of sites and monuments eligible for such development. Given the primary mission of the heritage sector, the sites and monuments targeted are limited to those that can help promote Chinese traditional culture, reinforce a national sense of collective consciousness and identity, and elevate China's notoriety in the international cultural management arena. Unfortunately, such criteria preclude other sites from similar protection initiatives because they are either considered 'less attractive' or they 'hardly' fit in the national historical narrative. The second dilemma relates to the very nature of this narrative. Archaeological Site Parks are meant to be a blend of cultural nationalism and economic development whilst remaining attractive for a public savvy of new experiences. As such, the archaeological heritage it is supposed to protect also becomes a commodity. Such commodification of cultural heritage frequently results in the implementation of recreational solutions that lack historical accuracy.

Conclusion

The review presented thus far highlights the socio-historical context which gave rise to an awareness of the value of archaeological heritage in China. We identify three stages in the development and implementation of the ensuing archaeological heritage protection and exhibition initiatives, Historical Museums, Archaeological Site Museums, and Archaeological Site Parks. Briefly, Historical Museums appeared in the Chinese heritage management landscape as a means to ensure that valuable archaeological relics would remain within China. This corresponds to the time when the Chinese state proclaimed its ownership over archaeological relics, therefore moving them from the private to the public property. It also resulted in state-funded Historical Museums to naturally become the safe keepers of this heritage type while providing the general public with a space where the relics could be exhibited.

The second stage occurred following the discovery of the Banpo site. The excavation of exceptionally wellpreserved structures encouraged the conception of Archaeological Site Museums, an institution where both archaeological relics and portions of the site could be displayed. The introduction of this new mode of protection and exhibition had two major consequences. First, it expanded the notion of archaeological heritage to include not only the relics but the remains as well. Second, it offered an opportunity for the general public to immerse itself in the environment by linking the relics put into display with the spatial organisation of the site.

The third stage constitutes a response to the rapid urbanisation, the influx in global tourism and economic priorities of the 21 st century. In this context, archaeological management of sites valuable to the promotion of a national narrative is integrated in the urban or territorial planning. The resulting Archaeological Site Parks are proclaimed as examples of a harmonious coexistence between cultural heritage, local residents, city, and nature. This mode of protection and exhibition is generally expected to bring substantial, lasting economic benefits to local community, to provide the general public with a premise fit for carrying out cultural and leisure activities, and to protect, in addition to the archaeological sites and monuments, the landscape that surrounds them.

Although they appeared successively, in part to palliate limitations from the previous mode of archaeological heritage management, the three types of institutions nowadays co-exist and complement each other in the Chinese cultural and touristic landscape. This complementarity has a lot to do with the classification of archaeological remains and relics into a hierarchical system of value in China. In this context, Archaeological Site Museums are mainly restricted to the protection of extremely well-preserved sites while Archaeological Site Parks are meant to showcase sites that are instrumental in reifying narratives that celebrate the antiquity and ingenuity of Chinese civilisation. Nonetheless, their co-existence raises challenges as to how the boundaries between them should be defined especially when conflicting interests amongst stakeholders come into play.

While Historical Museums did act as safe keepers of archaeological relics for most of the 20 th century, recent signs show that this trend has somewhat been hindered. In the early days, most Museums had their own archaeological department which carried out archaeological excavations. The unearthed archaeological relics were then directly transferred to the Museums. However, since 1980s, these departments gradually became independent from museums, a trend that participated in the establishment of Provincial Archaeological Research Institutes. Likewise, major municipalities also set up teams and institutes responsible for surveying and excavating archaeological sites within their jurisdiction. Although the law clearly stipulates that excavated archaeological relics should be handed over to designated Museums in due time, these regulations have not always been fully implemented. By building their own storehouses and accumulating their own collections rather than handing them over, these institutions effectively limit the expansion of Museums' collections. These institutions may indeed protect China's archaeological heritage but they generally do little in making it accessible to the general public.

Aside from not being able to renew their collections available for display, Historical Museums likewise face an economic challenge owing to their status as non-profit organizations. Despite the growing domestic appetite for cultural attractions by an increasingly informed, cosmopolitan, and consumption-oriented public, 35 Historical Museums must compete with more 'marketable institutions' to find the funds required to carry out their activities. Meanwhile, local authorities must negotiate between protecting the archaeological heritage and pursuing a fast-paced urban development that can yield notable economic advantages. At this game, Archaeological Site Museums and Parks definitely have the upper hand in attracting capital investments and much of the outcome rests on the site notoriety.

Evidently, archaeological heritage management differs from other forms of heritage management. Its foremost priority remains the preservation of archaeological sites and the material culture they yielded. As such, maintaining the integrity of both archaeological sites and relics is primordial for future scientific research. [START_REF] Comer | Tourism at Petra[END_REF] However, and most importantly, our review also underlines the shifting roles archaeological heritage played in China over the years. In the first two stages, growing awareness of the value this nonrenewable resource carries led to the realization that archaeological heritage must be protected. The developments in heritage management at the time aimed to fulfil this task, first by targeting valuable movable material culture, and then by extending this provision to other artefactual and structural components of an archaeological deposit. In the final stage, however, archaeological heritage protection, and moreover exhibition initiatives, started to serve a new purpose. Their mission now includes promoting traditional Chinese values, contributing to building a national sense of consciousness and identity, and participating in the global positioning of China. It is in a context of increasing wealth, social changes, and constant technological innovations that archaeological heritage morphed into a marketable commodity effectively used to create a national historical narrative. Interestingly, this seismic shift in perspective revives the issue on archaeological heritage authenticity and integrity, and it accentuates the fact that these concepts depend more on social processes and local cultural practices rather than on objective criteria. [START_REF] Zhu | Cultural Effects of Authenticity[END_REF] Debates relating to the authenticity of a reconstructed past, the struggles between heritage preservation and urban development, the difficulty to find a balance between culture and consumption, and the responsibility of expert researchers towards their communities occupy a central place in Western academic discourse. [START_REF] Goulding | Positioning Museum Authenticity Continuum"; Nitzky, "Ecomuseum Development in China[END_REF] These preoccupations are not region-specific and the solutions implemented elsewhere could very well inspire the forthcoming development strategy in China. Therefore, we argue that the success of future archaeological heritage protection and exhibition initiatives will heavily rest on a prior understanding by decisionmakers of the origin and transformation through recent history, and on their capacity to innovate, and/or adapt solutions implemented in other countries, to meet the demands of an increasingly critical public.
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