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‘Fernweh’ is a collection of essays on archaeological heritage management issues dedicated to 
Professor dr. Willem J.H. Willems. 

Willem Willems (1950-2014) was one of the most prominent and influential Dutch archaeologists. 
He directed three national archaeological and heritage organizations, and played a major role in 
the development of both national and international heritage management systems. His professional 
passion was threefold: Roman archaeology, archaeological heritage management and international 
collaboration. This volume is a tribute to him, his passions and the provocative discussions he loved 
so much. It holds contributions by people who worked closely with him. The essays originate from 
various contexts across the globe; from governmental organizations to museums, from private sector 
companies to universities. Some are contemplative, others offer refreshing visions for the future.

The essays contribute to contemporary debates in archaeological heritage management. They 
concern the various dimensions and consequences of current policies and practices and address the 
meaning and use of the world’s legacies from the past in and for society, at present and in the future. 
The overarching theme is the question of whose heritage we are protecting and how we can better 
valorise research results and connect with society. 

The book is organised into three parts. The first part, ‘Time travels’ covers the major challenges 
the archaeological heritage discipline is facing while heading towards the future. The second part, 
‘Crossing borders and boundaries’, consists of essays that consider the international organizations 
and projects Willem Willems became (directly and indirectly) involved with. It reflects his trans-
disciplinary interests and endeavours. In the third part, ‘Home sweet home’, the contributions discuss 
prof. Willems’ involvement with and dedication to Dutch archaeological heritage management, 
from the implementation of the Council of Europe’s Valletta Convention, to the engagement with 
people from all walks of life. 
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Sustainable archaeology in post-
crisis scenarios

Felipe Criado-Boado, David Barreiro and Rocío Varela-Pousa
Institute of Heritage Sciences (INCIPIT), 

Spanish National Research Council (CSIC), Spain

The aim of this contribution is to discuss the economic sustainability of 
archaeology in post-crisis scenarios. The text is rooted in two European-wide 
projects (Archaeology in Contemporary Europe, ACE; and New ways of Engaging 
audiences, Activating societal relations and Renewing practices in Cultural 
Heritage, NEARCH) in which the authors have been intensively engaged in 
collaboration with Willem Willems. His broad view of archaeology challenged any 
practice.

Heritage does not exist, but instead is a function of the social value added to 
it. The act of valuing comes before the act of appropriating, which is the very 
essence of any ‘heritagization’ process. Past and present ‘do things’ (either material 
or virtual), and some of these things are categorized by our culture as heritage 
because they are attributed a certain value (Robertson 2012; Sánchez-Carretero 
2013). All societies have their own way of managing the past, memory, tradition 
and cultural products; but ‘heritage’ is a specific concept of European modernity. 
Other cultures do not have ‘heritage’ or similar concepts, although as a part of 
globalization, they have incorporated this concept and made use of it (see also 
Schlanger, this volume).

Many different actors are involved in the process of ‘heritagization’, producing 
different narratives, uses and claims in relation to heritage. All of these voices are 
legitimate, but the hegemonic spheres in these societies are the ones that study, 
manage and give name to heritage, shaping the Authorized Heritage Discourse 
(AHD) (Waterton and Smith 2009). AHD prevails over other voices arguing 
that their perspective is ‘the correct’ one because they know the ‘real past’, they 
use rigorous methodologies, etc. (Alonso 2011). From this perspective, society is 
reduced to playing the role of a passive spectator, a consumer who must be taught 
about how the past ‘really’ was (or what ‘culture’ is).

When archaeology just strengthens public outreach of heritage or applies 
unidirectional models of knowledge transfer, it supports the traditional paradigm 
and consolidates the divide between science and the world, between research and 
management, between experts and the public. Moreover, AHD is fully integrated 
into the capitalist system of production and circulation of commodities. In those 
areas with lower uptake of a heritage industry, interests linked to the exploitation 
of land and real estate speculation usually prevail. Where the heritage industry 
is more consolidated, it is the heritage itself that is reified and turned into a 
commodity ready to be consumed by tourists.
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In this context, paradoxically, AHD must still act as a mediator between the 
different proposals of social participation in the process of ‘heritagization’, and as a 
warranty against the private interests that are also present in these processes (often 
as neoliberal practices). It must play the role of ‘the public’ in the processes of 
‘heritagization’. But this role is often questioned by those who defend the heritage 
as a common, because they identify ‘the public’ with the technocratic discourse that 
supports asymmetrical relations.

Beyond knowledge transfer: archaeology as social innovation

Today the balance between experts and the public is changing. In every field of 
experience (from politics to science) and also in heritage, the public demands active 
participation. In close connection to the very process of building a Public Science 
(Funtowicz et al. 2000; Criado et al. 2010), this demand for a ‘public turn’ in 
heritage management still waits to be theorized. So we need to shift towards a new 
paradigm for nesting a symmetrical transfer of knowledge between archaeology 

and society, which ranges from unveiling (in a critical sense) the social conditions 
for producing heritage, its discourses and its practices, to recognizing (in a 
positive, pragmatic sense) the intimate engagement between heritage and a public 
that consists of different types of publics, communities and actors. We focus on 
the notion that there can be no heritage without social links, considered as a close 
entanglement between the values assigned to heritage and the social context that 
assigns them. In the wake of the financial crisis and neoliberal policies in recent 
times, new practices are emerging: crowd funding, collaborative consumption, 
cooperatives, social currency, ethical finances, P2P loans or informal exchange 
networks, for instance. Despite their intrinsic diversity, all of these respond to the 
same demand: to deploy sustainable community projects that promote the value 
generated by and for the common, including heritage assets, and using increasingly 
inclusive and democratic tools.

This demand appeals to some research areas that can be useful for our 
objectives, mainly ‘social innovation’. Aside from traditional studies of innovation 
with a focus on technological innovation, new concepts of innovation emerged 
during the 1980s, which resulted from an interactive process of exchanging know-
how, experience and work to solve problems. This model has been named by 
Jensen et al. (2007) ‘Doing, Using and Interacting’, the DUI-model. The new 
understanding of innovation is associated with activities that are conducted by 
organizations which aim to meet social needs, through processes of mutual aid, 
community development, social care, etc. (Mulgan et al. 2007).

So some initiatives arise as an alternative to the political and economic 
hegemonic model. Although some attempts at co-optation by the dominant 
model (the contradictions of the European Strategy for Social Innovation are, for 

’Heritage does not exist but is a function of 
the social value added to it.’
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instance, quite obvious), demonstrate that its success seems unclear without a 
systemic change, the practice of ‘social innovation’ seems to fit and correspond to 
certain sociological trends in which new conditions for the development of culture 
emerge. These new conditions are related to 1. the network as a kernel of social 
organization that promotes participation and empowerment, communication and 
interaction (supported by the massive use of information and communication 
technology); 2. the blurring of boundaries between production and consumption; 
3. the increase of collaborative and cooperative production, based on open and 
shared knowledge; 4. the acknowledgement of the active deployment of things 
and beings in the world; and 5. the growing role of more sustainable values as 
articulators of social life.

Beyond the public: ‘prosumers’ and innovation in 
archaeology

The old cultural heritage management scenario and archaeological practice does 
not help anymore. The socially innovative, open and inclusive, multi-vocal and 
communal (public empowered) character of heritage (desirable and utopian but 
rooted in tradition) is the starting point for new political and economic scenarios 
(of social change and sustainability). So we need to renew our vision of the horizon, 
for which we propose twenty concise points:

1. Replace the academic and linear concept of ‘heritagization’ with a participative 
and collaborative one.

2. Deconstruct policies that promote globalization in an uncritical way.

3. Create a new language for communication, an alternative vocabulary that 
considers new realities from a different perspective; we still lack a thesaurus of 
shared terms to talk about the new dimensions of heritage.

4. The new language mentioned in point 3 applies particularly to heritage 
management where we need concepts such as users, community, STS 
specialists, scientific activism, strong appropriation, prosumers, heritage as 
commons or heritage as a cultural repository.

5. Integrating other values in the production of knowledge: emotions, attitudes, 
experiences, creativity.

6. Involving other non-conventional disciplines in the core of our practice such 
as sociology, anthropology, economics, educational sciences, information and 
communication.

7. Including dialogue between different types of knowledge and interests, 
between researchers and managers, the authorities and the public, and between 
different communities.

8. Recognizing what or who the public is, and how it is identified and defined.
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9. Thinking of the public not only as users of heritage, but also as producers in 
their own lives: the public becomes a heritage prosumer.

10. Assessing the social value of heritage by means of techniques for ethnographic, 
anthropological, sociological, economic and market inquiry.

11. Using advances in ICT and in reputation technologies applied to websites and 
social media to acknowledge the social valuing and reception of archaeological 
practices.

12. Negotiating in a positive manner the rising conflicts that affect heritage and 
condition attitudes towards it in increasingly multi-vocal and multi-cultural 
environments.

13. Promoting multi-agent practices and collaborative actions in archaeology.

14. Putting the public at the centre of the archaeological process, restating our role 
of experts as mediators of the demands by social actors in regard to the use of 
heritage in their daily lives.

15. Create transversal archaeological practice. Heritage is the subject of 
investigation and simultaneously the social context in which the scientific 
practice is applied.

16. Facilitate the strong appropriation of heritage by the public, instead of the 
weak appropriation that has been promoted up until now by academic and 
administrative spheres.

17. Root the projects in community-based settings to discover the engagement 
between the project and the community.

18. Link archaeology to social innovation processes, and thereby to the cultural 
and heritage industries, by incorporating them into the new models of open 
innovation that are based on active public engagement.

19. Transform heritage experience and practices into ‘living labs’ (a recent 
development in Europe). Heritage as a ‘living lab’ is a crucial case that 
facilitates exchange between formal and informal knowledge.

20. Avoid the temptation of epistemic populism (i.e., ‘simply assuming that 
knowledge produced from the bottom up is automatically catalogued as 
subaltern epistemic knowledge’ González-Ruibal 2012), recognizing that this 
is not self-generated but instead responds to power structures, wherever they 
are produced.

The integrative strategy outlined in this text is entangled with one major question: 
can archaeology contribute to the transformation of the hegemonic paradigm? We 
think we need allies from other disciplines and fields: not only for learning from/
by them, but also to make a contribution from heritage and archaeology to the 
main ongoing ‘intellectual war’.
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The future of Europe is also played out on the grounds of heritage and 
archaeology. Not only because of their central position to negotiate present 
engagement with materiality, the past, memory and identity, but also because 
they create opportunities for bringing into existence new values and practices, to 
help materialize new forms of action and to design post-crisis scenarios. However, 
we cannot forget that these practices have little to do with hegemonic strategies. 
Therefore, the ‘intellectual war’ becomes a political guerrilla.

References

Alonso, P. 2011. ‘Por una arqueología menor: de la producción de discursos a la producción 
de subjetividad’, Revista Arkeogazte 1: 21-36.

Criado-Boado, F., A. Corsín and A. de Greiff. 2010. ‘Definition of the Science and Society 
Field. CYTED’, Programa Iberoamericano de Ciencia y Tecnología para el Desarrollo 
(CYTED). Available at http://hdl.handle.net/10261/20961 (retrieved 20 July 2015).

Funtowicz, S., J. Ravetz, I. Shepherd and D. Wilkinson. 2000. ‘Science and Governance 
in the European Union’, Science and Public Policy 27: 327-336.

González-Ruibal, A. 2012. ‘Hacia otra arqueología: diez propuestas’, Complutum 23(2): 
103-116.

Jensen, M.B., B. Johnson, E. Lorenz and B.A. Lundvall. 2007. ‘Forms of knowledge and 
modes of innovation’, Research Policy 36: 680-693.

Mulgan, G., S. Tucker, R. Ali and B. Sanders. 2007. ‘Social Innovation, What is, why it 
matters and how it can be accelerated’, Skoll Centre for Social Entrepreneurship. Working 
Paper. Oxford: Said Business School.

Robertson, J.M. (ed). 2012. Heritage From Below. London: Ashgate.

Sánchez-Carretero, C. 2013. ‘Significance and Social Value of Cultural Heritage: Analyzing 
the Fractures of Heritage’, in R. Candelera, M. Lazzari and E. Cano (eds), Science 
and Technology for the Conservation of Cultural Heritage. London: Taylor & Francis, 
387-392.

Waterton, E. and L.J. Smith. 2009. ‘There is No Such Thing as Heritage’, in E. Waterton 
and L.J. Smith (eds), Taking Archaeology out of Heritage. Cambridge: Cambridge 
Scholars Publishing, 10-27.


