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Heritage, Communities and Archaeology

in a failure to learn from the collective experiences of communi-
ties and heritage professionals who work together. Tt also helps
facilitate the extent to which systemic issues are ignored or go
unidentified. This ignorance means that heritage professionals
engaging with communities make the mistake of assuming
that their individual participation and support equates to the
recognition of community interests. While we have been argu-
ing that heritage professionals often hold a powerful place in
Western societies, due partly to the authority given to them as
intellectuals and partly to the fact that heritage policy and
legislation explicitly recognise their expertise, individual ac-
tion is not always enough. This is not to say that as individuals
we should desist from engaging with communities. What we
are saying is that we need to understand that as heritage
professionals we hold dual positions in the process — both as
individuals, with individual interests and agendas, but also as
representatives and participants in wider social policy proc-
esses. Individual heritage professionals can be sidelined as
much as communities if they deviate from the authorised
processes in which they are enmeshed. Such occurrences do
not help the communities we are engaging with, nor do they
necessarily help the careers of professionals. It is important
to appreciate and recognise the political networks that com-
munity archaeology and heritage sits within. In engaging
with communities, heritage professionals cannot escape be-
coming implicated in the politics of recognition, but this is
not something we should shy away from. Rather, the politics
of recognition, the nature of dissonance and the relationship
between heritage, identity and memory identified in this and
previous chapters offer a way of understanding the wider
significance of professional engagement with community inter-
ests. More importantly, these issues help us to acknowledge what
is at stake for both communities and heritage professionals.
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Museums and communities
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ment reveals that this community of heritage experts shares
many of the issues and concerns identifiable within the litera-
ture on ‘community archaeology’. This reinforces our point that
there are systemic issues associated with engagement, and
heritage professionals need to open dialogue with each other
and exchange views, practices and insights about the processes
of community engagement and its consequences.

The community ‘debate’ in museums

Museums and their staff, like other heritage professionals,
engage and interact with a range of different communities in a
variety of ways and for different purposes. Museums may con-
sult various communities about the content of new exhibitions,
and these communities may range from those represented by
‘Friends of ..." groups, volunteers, patrons, and other communi-
ties of museum visitors. They may also include ‘special interest’
communities, such as local communities or those sharing eth-
nic, cultural, religious, gender, age affiliations and so forth,
communities based on explicit social or political agendas, or
those sharing particular social or political experiences (see
Mason 2005; Watson 2007 for further discussion). Communi-
ties may also be the subject of outreach and other educational
programmes (Hooper-Greenhill 2007), be invited to use space
within museums to mount their own temporary exhibitions
(Szekers 2002), or develop and run their own museums.
Significant examples of community or community-based mu-
seums include ecomuseums (Davis 1999) and Indigenous
keeping-places and cultural centres (Kelly & Gordon 2002;
Simpson 2007). Communities can also engage in protracted
disputes with museums over the curation and retention of
certain cultural artefacts, such as the Parthenon marbles,
Benin Bronzes or human remains (Hamilakis 1999; Fforde et
al. 2002; ARM n.d.).
Of particular significance to museums and their engagement
with communities are social inclusion policies and practices,
with the lead strategic agency in the UK, the Museums, Librar-
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tors, and concerns with how museums educate, and how visi-
tors learn, during the museum visit dominate much of this
literature (Falk & Dierking 2000; Kelly 2004; Hooper-Greenhill
2007). More recent. policy references to notions of ‘community’
as an ideal for invoking positive social change have meant that
museums now also need to demonstrate their role in creating
cohesion and inclusion (Crooke 2008: 417). In this context, the
authority afforded to museums as arbitrators of appropriate
taste, cultural value and national identity, together with a
deeply ingrained sense of their educational role, has meant
that social inclusion within museum practice has tended to-
wards strategies that aim at bringing the excluded ‘into the
fold’. Indeed, as Tlili (2008) reports, social inclusion has become
blurred with marketing issues, so that hitting numerical tar-
gets, which are measurable and related to funding, has tended
to dominate approaches to social inclusion. Sara Selwood’s
(2006) analysis of increasing visitor numbers following the
implementation of social inclusion strategies suggests that
guch policies have simply succeeded in attracting repeat vis-
its from the same socio-economic groups. Moreover, social
inclusion policy implementation is frequently relegated to
particular officers or units within museums, and thus can be
sidelined rather than integrated holistically into the institu-
tion — it becomes a gesture or an exercise in box-ticking (T1ili
2008). This approach to inclusion never really challenges the
values and social and cultural functions of museums, because
it does not question why certain communities are, or feel,
excluded.

As Sandell (2003) observes, social inclusion requires a con-
siderable ghift in thinking about the relationship of museums
to society, as well as a challenge to the idea of the expert (see
Dodd and Sandell 2001 for further debate). The degree to which
museums can and do present excluding narratives is well docu-
mented. Cash Cash (2001) argues that Indigenous identity and
cultural knowledge can become refashioned through museum
displays so that they become appropriated by national narra-
tives, or neutralised and replaced by institutionally sanctioned
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tions (Bagnall 2003; Longhurst et al. 2004). Further, ‘educa-
tion’ is not always given as the main motivation for visiting. As
Orr (2004) notes, the reasons for visiting are not easily re-
vealed, and a range of diffuse motivations have been recorded.
While learning does occur at museums it can be incidental
(Katriel 1997), and research by Doering suggests that exhibi-
tions that confirm visitors’ worldviews are more often
identified as satisfactory in visitor surveys (cited in Orr 2004).
Interviews conducted with visitors as part of wider research
projects at social history museums, house museums and at
exhibitions marking the 1807 bicentenary also support the idea
that people tend to confirm their views and ideas at museums
(Smith 20086, 2008b). What this shows is that there is a range
of identity and memory ‘work’ that people undertake while
visiting museums. Moreover, the relationship between muse-
ums and communities is highly complex, multi-layered and
continually changing. Museums are places that communities
use to represent and communicate their sense of belonging to
other members of their community or to external audiences,
and have come to be defined as places people use to ‘think with’
(Fyfe & Ross 1996: 148; Crooke 2007). They are also used as
places to remember and reminiscence, and to pass these remi-
niscences on to family members, and are places where people
may find expression for their identity and sense of place (Urry
1996; Smith 2008). Thus, visiting can be understood as a per-
formance in which certain identities are being expressed. This
performance can occur both in terms of the actual act of visiting
and/or the way visitors engage with, and construct meaning
for, certain exhibitions (Smith 2006; Dicks 2008). The point is
that the relationship between museums, their audiences and
communities is not passive. Museums, like other places of
heritage, become sites of mediation and authorisation.

This relationship is encapsulated in Crooke’s (2007: 131)
statement that it ‘ig people who bring the value and conse-
quence to objects and collections; as a result, if a museum
cannot forge associations with people it will have no meaning’,
This resonates with the statement by a Castleford community
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land. However, such disputes do not occur only between na-
tions, but can also Crop up at sub-national community levels. In
Castleford, the CHT (discussed in Chapter 4) requested the
return of some Roman artefacts from regional museums, Dur-
ing the 1970s, and as 3 result of local government reorganisa-
tion, museum collections of Roman cultural material that
archaeologists had excavated and collected at sites around the

that they are assumed to possess — their fetishisation. Alison
Drake, chair of the CHT, observes:

The CHT members emphasised that the collections were,
to them, worthless if the community to which they belong
never saw them. Council officers stated that the museum
service had a duty to preserve the collection for future
generations, so the group asked which generations in
particular were seen as the focus of the work of the mu-
Seum service, as there were now three generations in

Castleford who had never seen the items in question
(2008: 69).
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Museum in Canberra saw that museum embroiled in very
public and politically charged ‘history wars’ over the signifi-
cance and nature of colonial history (Casey 2007). The Enola
Gay exhibition discussed in Chapter 3 is another example of
the way staff can be exposed to pressure. Museums and their

staff will be criticised for being ‘political’ or even ‘politically -

correct’ (Macdonald 1998; Szekeres 2002). This charge of political
correctness has become a mark of derision for those professionals
who act to advocate and Support community-based work. A
meaningless phrase, it simply denotes discomfort with the po-
litical agendas being pursued. Another often-cited criticism is
that museums and thejr curators have belittled their authority
by pandering to public entertainment. ‘Infotainment’, or ‘edu-
tainment’, like ‘political correctness’, are shorthand phrases
expressing discomfort with changes within the museum com-
munity. In both cases the use of these terms or phrases is a
response to threats to the core values of museum practice, phi-
losophy and identity. These core values are that museums can be
‘objective’ and should primarily be about top-down ‘education’ and
enculturation. However, while community engagement does

expose museum staff to such critique, fajlure to engage while

assuming the identity of authoritative expert is no less political

and open to exposure. Museum staff, like other heritage profes-

sionals, are engaged in a cultural process of meaning-making

that has consequences. Thus, criticism and entanglement in
dissonant disputes are, as argued in Chapter 3, part of the
territory heritage professionals occupy.

One of the significant issues facing the development of
museum-community relationships is the bewildering, shifting
and complex nature of communities, and this statement holds
true for both communities of interest and museum communi-
ties. The museums literature often points to the difficulty of
identifying who museums should contact in particular commu-
nities. How museums know who really represents a community
and, as communities are disparate entities, how museums
evaluate which individuals or organisations really represent
broad community issues, are worrying concerns. So daunting
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and difficult are these issues that many museums tend to focus
on the clearly defined, well-organised and vocal communities
(Watson 2007: 2). Communities, however, also face similar
issues when engaging with the institutional nature of the mu-
seum. This is because institutions such as museums can not
only appear very impersonal, but can also be difficult for an
uninitiated community to engage with. Community outreach
officers or units and individual curators may provide the de-
gired links between communities and the museum. However,
such links are inevitably fragile and mutable as individuals
move jobs or as museums undergo restructuring, and thus the
faces of community contact officers change. These may seem
obvious observations, but the point is that although community
engagement is often scary and risky for heritage professionals
and museums, and while it leaves staff exposed to professional
criticism, it can also be equally scary and risky for communities
and their representatives, who can be as exposed as the museum/
heritage professional.

Museums, in their desire to consult with communities about
the development of exhibitions, or as they open up exhibition
space to community-led exhibitions and so forth, can place
considerable pressure on individuals. Interviews with commu-
nity groups involved in the development of exhibitions marking
the 2007 bicentenary of Britain’s abolition of its slave trade
report on the considerable pressure that individuals were put
under by museums to represent quite disparate and diffuse
communities (Fouseki 2008). Within museums, as in many
state bureaucracies, committees form a particular way of con-
sulting upon, negotiating and debating issues. Committees are
often highly structured, operate to formal (if often unwritten)
rules and protocols and, above all, based on the idea of repre-
sentation whereby individuals are charged to represent the

views of interested parties in the issues or problems under
discussion. Community consultation that follows the commit-
tee model will often see the appointment of individual
representatives from identified communities. Some communi-
ties and their representatives will find committee work
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comb argues, as a repressive exercise of power, but rather one
of positive civic reform that legitimises the idea of cultural
diversity.

One of the criticisms often voiced by community groups is

that once the exhibition is in place the relationship with the
museum ends or gradually dissolves, while others note that
they feel like a resource that the museum will use each time it
needs to undertake community consultation. These situations
contradict any sense of ‘relationship’. While it may be hard for
museum staff to maintain relationships or communities of
practice with the sometimes very wide ranging and disparate
communities with which they work, these ‘relationships’ occur
anyway. If we accept that museums are not simply treasure-
houses full of ‘stuff, or only about ‘top-down’ educating and
learning, but rather sites of meaning-making, then relation-
ships with communities become central to museum practice.
Even if we accept the traditional model of a museum, the
consequence of which is the enculturation and the making of
‘good’ cultured citizens, the museum still establishes relation-
ships with communities — albeit inclusive ones with traditional
museum visitors and relationships of exclusion and de-legiti-
misation with many others. Community links do not end with
the opening of the exhibition; once opened and visited, exhibi-
tions do cultural and social ‘work’ — they tell stories, convey
messages and values, and people interact and engage with
exhibitions in a variety of ways. The messages audiences take
away will have consequences for communities, and thus dia-
logue about those consequences needs to be maintained
between communities and museums.

The process of engagement can be as important, and some-
times more important, than the practical outcome of a heritage
project. It is the process as much as the end product that is
about the creation, maintenance and safeguarding of heritage
and the identities and social values that flow from this. As
Crooke (2005) discusses in relation to the development of com-
munity exhibitions in Northern Ireland, the exhibitions were
part of a process of celebration and remembrance, or a means to
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i sionals engag -

Indeed, how and why heritage pro essionals ey

iti i d on the institutional and in
munities will always depen T
iti i das that experts work w

ual political and social agent e et
i ial inclusion or other public policy

whether following social inc S ey

rnment or more personal agendas. :

,Mmuwmmnmwm will be framed by a whole range of social, cultural NH.HQ

political agendas. This framework, however, bm.m.& bom_um mmw Mmﬁ

stone, nor necessarily set and led by ooHWECESom .M . MNMM mm
—_ i ent with communitie

Rather, if we envisage engagem e

i i ip, then it becomes mutually bene

ongoing relationship, . . e

1d include the active a
t of that engagement mwoz. th .
MMMm&ocm negotiation of the social and political agendas being

pursued.
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Digital communities

Introduction

Recent decades have seen a proliferation of debate surrounding
the significance of the internet and computer-mediated com-
munication (CMC). Simultaneously, awareness that common
interests, rather than geographic proximity, would underlie
the meaning of ‘community’ has developed (Licklider & Taylor,
cited in Jones 1997: 10). It should come as no surprise that
there has been an emerging breadth of literature that seeks to
bring together these cultural formations and examine the pos-
sibility of ‘online community’. From the early 1990s onwards, a
growing number of books, articles and conferences have begun
to realign a concept traditionally associated with senses of
belonging and affective experiences derived from place-based
and face-to-face encounters with the realm of CMC. This inter-
est is not confined to the academy alone. Indeed, in 2006, TIME
magazine signalled that the melding of more traditional no-
tions of community with life online had, indeed, taken place
with their pronouncement of ‘You’ as Person of the Year. In
explanation, Grossman (2006) introduced the special section of
that TIME edition with the following reflection:

It’s a story about community and collaboration on a scale
never seen before. It’s about the cosmie compendium of
knowledge Wikipedia and the million-channel people’s
network YouTube and the online metropolis MySpace. It’s
about the many wresting power from the few and helping
one another for nothing and how that will not only change
the world, but also change the way the world changes.
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