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On the occasion of the 10* anniversary of Forum Kritische Archéologie, the editorial collective reflected on what
has been achieved and what we originally imagined for this journal. While we think that the number of contri-
butions with a critical edge that have been published in our journal over the last 10 years is encouraging, and in
many ways innovative, there is still a lot to do in one respect: to advance critical discussions in German archae-
ology itself. German scholarship continues to construct its discourses largely along the line of cultural-historical
knowledge, and university teaching is only slowly integrating theoretical or critical perspectives. So we pondered
the question of how the development of more critical approaches in German-speaking archaeology could be sup-
ported. We decided to ask authors — international and German — to write about political issues, specifically an
activist archaeology. The following set of papers is conceptually similar to those in the first volume of our journal,
Forum Kritische Archdologie Special Issue: What is a Critical Archaeology? This time, too, we sent authors a set
of questions that we asked them to reflect upon in short essays:

1) Can activism be reconciled with the scientific claims of archaeology?
2) Where do the boundaries between “traditional” and “activist” archaeology lie?

3) How is activism to be evaluated from within academia in an age that often fundamentally denies the capacity
of science to make truth claims?

4) What might concrete scholarly projects with an activist claim look like?

Anlésslich des 10-jahrigen Bestehens des Forum Kritische Archdologie im Jahr 2022 haben wir im Herausgeber*
innenkollektiv dariiber nachgedacht, was mit dem Forum bisher erreicht wurde und was wir uns urspriinglich fiir
diese Zeitschrift vorgestellt hatten. Wahrend wir die Anzahl der kritischen Beitrédge, die in den letzten 10 Jahren in
unserer Zeitschrift verdffentlicht wurden, fiir ermutigend und in vielerlei Hinsicht innovativ halten, haben wir das
Gefiihl, dass es in einer Hinsicht noch viel zu tun gibt: die kritische Diskussion in der deutschen Archédologie selbst
voranzutreiben. Die deutsche Wissenschaft entwickelt ihre Diskurse nach wie vor weitgehend im Rahmen kultur-
historischer Denkansétze, und die universitdre Lehre integriert nur langsam theoretisch fundierte oder kritischere
Perspektiven. Wir haben uns daher gefragt, wie die Entwicklung solcher Ansétze in der deutschsprachigen Archéo-
logie unterstiitzt werden kann, und uns entschieden, Kolleg*innen — internationale wie deutsche — zu bitten, iiber
politische Formen der Archdologie zu schreiben, insbesondere tiber solche die als aktivistisch verstanden werden
konnen. Die folgenden Beitrage dhneln konzeptionell denen im ersten Band unserer Zeitschrift (Forum Kritische
Archéologie 1/Themenheft: Was ist eine kritische Archaologie?). Auch dieses Mal haben wir den Autor*innen eine
Reihe von Fragen gestellt und sie gebeten, diese in kurzen Essays zu reflektieren:

1) Ist Aktivismus angemessen mit einer Archdologie und deren wissenschaftlichem Anspruch in Einklang zu
bringen?

2) Wo liegen die Grenzen zwischen ,,normaler” und ,,aktivistischer Archéologie?

3) Wie ist Aktivismus aus der Wissenschaft heraus zu bewerten, in einer Zeit, die den Wissenschaften oft grund-
sétzlich die Wahrheitsfahigkeit abspricht?

4) Wie konnen konkret wissenschaftliche Projekte mit einem aktivistischen Anspruch aussehen?
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It is not a secret that archaeology is not a politically innocuous enterprise. Throughout its history, and in the name
of science, modernity, and the state, the discipline has appropriated minorities’ heritage, generating representa-
tions that have contributed with their subordination and denial. For some decades now, scholars have critically
reflected about archaeology’s social role, its contribution to sustain Western, capitalist hegemony, and the nega-
tive impact that archaeological narratives have had on different collectives. In this light, the decolonisation of
the discipline and the construction of a more reflexive, open, tolerant, and democratic archaeology have become
valuable goals. Although some believe that archaeology is no longer what it used to be, in actuality only a small
group of scholars have developed an engaged, activist archaeology. Just by attending any archaeology congress in
the First World or in Latin America, we can easily realize that the great majority of our colleagues still maintain
a bourgeois fascination about the exotic, conducting an uncommitted, apolitical, and increasingly hyper special-
ized archaeology. Archaeologists keep discussing topics that, in the great majority of the cases, only interest other
archaeologists.

The “reflexive turn” has improved archaeology, no doubt about it. Nonetheless I believe that archaeology has
become stranded in this process of self-evaluation and internal transformation, leaving aside or minimizing praxis.
Praxis is not plain critique (or the critique of the critique of the critique — a game some scholars seem to be playing
in their quest to become the coolest guys in the ‘postcolonial block’). Praxis is a theoretically informed action(s),
but also a politically oriented one(s). It departs from knowing and critiquing the world, but it also entails actions
oriented to change it and to fight against inequality, oppression, discrimination, and domination. These actions do
not bloom from personal goodwill or political correctness. They are based on knowledge, reflection, and political
commitment.

Activist archaeology is certainly a small field in our discipline, and it will probably always be like this, but this
does not mean that we should discard our beliefs and obligations toward the subordinate. We should keep fighting
to make archaeology a more democratic, participative, plural, and engaged discipline. In my case, my praxis and
archaeological militancy have been highly influenced by my relationship with Indigenous Peoples, communities,
and territorial organizations in Argentina. They have taken the time to guide me and to explain their perspective
about Original Peoples’ historical claims and current struggles in general and their demands on science in particu-
lar. Being in indigenous territories and learning from native wisdoms have deeply impacted my understanding of
archaeological practice, interculturality, and political commitment.

For several decades, Indigenous Peoples in Argentina, and everywhere in Latin America, suffered from discrimi-
nation, repression, invisibility, and political and juridical disenfranchisement. Their identities were denied, their
cultural practices and spiritualities rejected, and attempts made to eliminate and replace them with modern, West-
ern ways. This situation would begin to change, at least partially, in the 1980s with the regaining of democracy
in many Latin American countries after years of military dictatorships and with a new international context that,
through what has been defined as the constitutional, neoliberal agenda, has promoted the respect of diversity,
pluralism, multiculturalism, and rights for minorities. Original Peoples have found in this context new legal tools
to reposition and defend themselves, which has favoured the re-emergence of indigenous identities, organiza-
tions, and movements, and the reconstruction of native institutions, cultural practices, and spiritualities. Even
though Indigenous Peoples and their communities have gained new rights, these are not always fulfilled and hence
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their struggles for recognition, inclusion, consultation, participation, autonomy, self-determination, and territory
continue. What should the role of an activist archaeology be, considering this context?

We must begin by accepting that archaeological sites and objects are not national, state/provincial/departmental,
or municipal patrimony, but they are the ancestral heritage of Original Peoples and, therefore, they belong to
them and not to science, museums, or tourism. Although heritage laws in most Latin American countries establish
that archaeological things belong to the state, key contemporary international agreements (for example, the UN
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, the American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples
of the Organisation of American States, and, indirectly, article 5 of the Indigenous and Tribal Peoples Convention
No. 169 of the International Labour Organization) recognize that Indigenous Peoples have rights over archaeo-
logical sites and objects because they are closely linked with their values and cultural and spiritual practices. That
which we call “archaeological” are elements of indigenous territories, important for the territorial balance and for
the well-being of people. This is the case for indigenous mortal remains. They are not just inert bones, source of
bio-anthropological information, but ancestors who participate in the dynamics of the territory and influence the
lives of the living.

When archaeologists visit indigenous territories to register, map, and excavate archaeological sites, they do not
find unspecified “local communities or local inhabitants,” but they encounter subjects of rights and, as subjects of
rights, they have the right to be consulted. In other words, we must receive their free, prior, and informed consent
before proceeding with the study of their heritage.

Consultation goes hand-in-hand with participation. Indigenous Peoples have the right to participate in every stage
of our projects. In particular, they have the right to talk about their past/present and to narrate their own history
and the history of their territories. I am not pleading here for multivocality. Multivocality has failed. It has been
frequently applied in paternalist ways, more oriented to put at ease scholars’ colonialist anguish than used as a
political tool to open spaces to the subaltern to present their perspectives and knowledges with their own voices.
Under the premise that they were unqualified and needed guardianship, many have talked for Original Peoples,
from the state to churches, and from science to NGOs. Indigenous Peoples today reject those who try to arrogate
their voices and claim instead that, as political subjects, they can represent themselves and speak for themselves.
We must embrace this political stance and create academic spaces and products where they participate using their
voices and express their knowledges in the first person. It is not about creating multivocal products where voices
are blended as if they were all the same, or where indigenous voices are presented and mediated by scholars. It is
about privileging the always held back voice of the subaltern.

But most importantly, an activist archaeology should transform the discipline into a tool available for the subaltern
and their struggles for justice and equity. The great majority of Latin American archaeologists work in indigenous
territories and with indigenous patrimony. These territories are crisscrossed by conflicts with the states, landown-
ers, and national and transnational enterprises who seek to appropriate these lands since they are interested in
the natural and cultural resources found in these places. These conflicts have involved evictions, repression, and
even murders. These powerful actors, with the support of politicians, members of the juridical power, media cor-
porations, and sometimes even science, usually argue that Original Peoples are extinct and that those who claim
to be indigenous and who assert their rights over these territories are not actually indigenous, but mestizos or
creoles. When they find it difficult to deny the indigenous roots of local residents, these actors contend that they are
foreigners from neighbouring countries or newcomers and, therefore, these are not their traditional lands and they
do not have rights over them.

Making archaeology available in these cases means developing an archaeology by demand, designing and carrying
out investigations useful for Indigenous Peoples and oriented to support their projects and struggles, simultane-
ously refuting the arguments of those who deny their identity and their pre-existence in the territories. It entails
spending time in indigenous territories to establish intercultural dialogues and to learn about their positions, needs,
aspirations, and the conflicts they face. These are projects that should come out from the territories and serve the
territories.

We must produce solid scientifically generated evidence to connect past and present, to demonstrate the
pre-existence and continuity of Indigenous Peoples in their territories, to reject narratives of extinction, creolisation,
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or making foreign. We must show that indigenous claims over lands and heritage are in compliance with the law
and that Indigenous Peoples are not squatters, agitators, or even terrorists, as right-wing politicians from Argentina
have recently accused the Mapuche People. This evidence will underpin Indigenous Peoples’ status as subjects of
collective rights confronting those who, in their own interest, accuse them of being “fake Indians” or illegitimate
usurpers of private property. An example will serve to illustrate these points.

On October 12, 2009, a truck with Dario Amin, who claimed to be the legal owner of the territory of the Chuscha-
gasta People (Diaguita Nation), and the ex-cops Luis Gomez and José Valdivieso arrived in the El Chorro place,
Choromoro Valley (Tucuméan province, Argentina), where several members of Los Chuschagasta Community,
including children, were gathered in a communal assembly. Amin had already threatened the community many
times and in different ways. Under the orders of Amin, Gémez approached the group of indigenous people estab-
lishing a brief conversation with them, especially with Javier Chocobar, who had identified himself as one of the
principal authorities of the community (see https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xZq_mzJSO5M, footage filmed
by the perpetrators). Using as an excuse what he believed was some sort of provocation from Chocobar, Gémez
took a gun he was hiding in his back under his shirt, fired a shot on the ground and then used the pistol to hit on
the head another member of the community who was taking photos. People tried to stop Gémez and take his gun,
when Amin and Valdivieso began shooting at the crowd, without any concern about the children present at the
scene. As a result, Andrés Mamani, another communal authority, was shot in the stomach and was hospitalized for
six months, for two of which he was unconscious. Emilio Mamani received a bullet in his knee, which affected
the way he walks. Javier Chocobar was shot in his leg, a direct impact in the femoral artery that led to his demise.
As is common in some of Argentina’s provinces, landlord families have strong connections with the political and
juridical realms, and this was the case of the Amin family. Dario Amin and his accomplices avoided jail and were
able to delay the trail for the murder of Javier Chocobar and the injuries produced to the other two members of Los
Chuschagasta community for nine years. During this time, Amin and other members of his family often visited the
territory of Los Chuschagasta, making threats to different members of the indigenous community and to Javier’s
family. In a brutal display of power and impunity, Amin organized a barbecue gathering in the exact place where he
shot and killed Javier. The trial against Amin, Gémez, and Valdivieso took place in 2018. They were found guilty
and sentenced to 22, 18, and 10 years in jail respectively. However, because the provincial Supreme Court did not
confirm the sentence, they were released after spending less than two years in prison.

Despair and Amin’s constant intimidations produced a paralysing fear in Los Chuschagastas. It took the commu-
nity years to overcome these feelings, but finally they began a healing process that revitalised them. This process
involved the development of different projects oriented to reconnect with their identity, culture, and territory, and
to celebrate Javier’s life while they waited for the trial. Los Chuschagastas summoned me to participate in two
of these projects: the creation of a ceramic workshop oriented to reactivating traditional pottery making, and the
production of material markers to place in different locations of the territory, including the place where Javier was
murdered. The purpose of these markers was twofold: to reconnect with their ancestral past and worldview, and to
create landmarks of memory about Javier’s life, Diaguita culture, and indigenous rights and contemporary strug-
gles. The idea was to re-signify the territory and to overcome negative feelings. They requested me to help them
explore their ancestral iconography and to produce intercultural knowledge about its meanings. Although this was
not the region where I used to conduct my investigations, I invested a considerable amount of time learning about
local archaeology, visiting the region, and talking with different members of the Los Chuschagasta community.
Presentations before the community and other participants of the projects and a detailed report were the main
products of this study.

Amin family attacks against Los Chuschagasta did not cease with the trial and sentence. They sued Javier’s
nephew, Ismael Chocobar, and his family as usurpers, taking them to justice in 2019. The Chocobar family
asked me to prepare a technical/scientific report to support their claims of pre-existence in the territory and to
demonstrate that the Chuschagastas were not extinct, a report that was presented as evidence in the trial. More-
over, they asked me to include my name in the list of witnesses of the defence. Once again, I invested time to
study the archaeology and colonial documents of the region in order to avoid the eviction of Ismael and his family,
which, if it had happened, would have triggered more trials and processes of eviction against other members of
Los Chuschagastas. One of the challenges I had was to dismiss the arguments of an anthropologist, witness of the
plaintiff, who presented a colonial document that stated that by 1808 the Chuschagasta people were extinct and this
land was deserted. On September 13, 2019, I testified in court for around two hours, refuting on methodological
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grounds the arguments of this anthropologist and presenting scientifically generated archaeological and historical
evidence, both by other colleagues and by myself, that demonstrated that Diaguita People inhabited this region
since pre-Hispanic times and that, at least by colonial times, and probably before that, the Chuschagasta community
was settled in the region. In the face of this evidence, Amin’s family lawyers intended to argue that although this
could have been the case, the Chocobar family was not indigenous but were newcomers to the Choromoro Valley.
To refute this, I presented and discussed the thorough study of the historical anthropologist Estela Noli, who found
colonial documents that showed that the local parish, in charge of registering births, marriages, and deaths during
those times, had registered that the Chocobars were an indigenous family who lived in the area back in the
seventeenth century, before the constitution of the national and the provincial states. The Amin family lost the trial,
Ismael was declared not guilty, and he still lives in the Choromoro Valley with his family.

Three central aspects of a good, engaged, militant archaeology serve as a conclusion. First, it always departs from
critical thinking and politically positioned theoretical perspectives. How are we to become truly involved with the
subaltern’s struggles and emancipation when we spend our efforts in defending things, developing an ethic toward
things, and analysing the interactions among them beyond their articulations with people’s actions? Many Latin
America scholars consider that social sciences will be controversial/anti-establishment or nothing. In this part of
the world, social sciences have always been close to emancipatory movements, something very different from
contemporary archaeological theory in Europe and the so-called symmetrical archaeology and those perspectives
that downplay reflexivity and critical thinking. To me, they are disgraceful bourgeois ways of doing archaeology.
Second, archaeology must become a tool for social justice. We need to re-orient our projects and research interests
to produce investigations and knowledge that serve the subaltern. This does not imply manipulating or forcing
evidence to fit our collective purposes, quite the opposite. Science is still respected and considered a source of
reliable discourses in Latin America. A good science, one which produces strong theoretically and methodologi-
cally informed arguments and solid evidence, serves to categorically rebut the discourses of the powerful, driven
by their political and economic interests. We need to be systematic, rigorous, reflexive, and creative to build these
kinds of arguments. Third, a committed, activist archaeology should not be a selfish enterprise. This is not about
trying to shine in academic circles by presenting ourselves as anti-establishment or some kind of liberators: that is
pure academic snobbism. We are just small contributors to larger fights.
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Despite claims to data-driven, objective, scientific approaches, archaeology is unavoidably political and does not
exist in a social vacuum. The focus on recent time periods and places that are relevant to local living communi-
ties, often with a colonial history of displacement, disenfranchisement, and power relations based on systems of
oppression, has driven some archaeologists to grapple with the social, ethical, and political implications of their
work. This has propelled calls for a critical and activist archaeology and efforts to decolonize the discipline. While
critical archaeology reflects upon political and social impacts that research has on descendant populations, decolo-
nizing archaeology intends to recover knowledges and materials made invisible by colonial relations of power,
using heritage to promote self-awareness and empowerment through different ways of knowing and subaltern
narratives. However, under the cloak of conspicuously political, radical, and critical archaeology, some authors
resort to iconoclastic finger-pointing and simple accusatory language, with limited pragmatic results — that is,
beyond publications and lectures for academic purposes and like-minded archaeologists — risking the perception
that their arguments constitute just another hegemonic epistemology. My contribution to this issue offers a personal
reflection on the role and practice of critical, decolonizing archaeology that steers clear of polemic, drawing upon
my experience in African contexts, with special emphasis on research conducted in Mozambique and Sao Tomé
e Principe. I consider how in post-colonial states, colonial legacies continue reproducing and undermining criti-
cal archaeological practices. I also examine how African archaeology’s current paradigm shifts aim to decolonize
traditional frameworks by bringing decision-making back into the community by highlighting local ontologies and
concepts, rather than focusing purely on more conspicuous politicized and confrontational discussions anchored in
yet other Western paradigms. A culturally informed, nuanced, and context-specific approach that draws upon good
archaeological practice, explores complexities, and allows for multiple ways of knowing and versions of the past
is certainly subtle and often slow to achieve, but demonstrates great potential for social intervention (as manifested
in Zimbabwean and South African projects, for example; Chirikure et al. 2010; Chirikure et al. 2015; Pikirayi and
Schmidt 2016; Manyanga and Chirikure 2017).

My observations from archaeological work in Africa reflect on the dilemma(s) faced by scholars working in
foreign countries, especially in countries that were colonized spaces and which in addition to inequalities brought
in from outside are also burdened by internal colonial structures and institutional dimensions of power. Such com-
plex issues can be explored through engagement with a decolonized critical archaeology that transcends elemen-
tary dichotomies such as oppressors/oppressed or colonial agents/colonized victims but is aware of complex local
power dynamics. In archaeological practice, we have to be mindful of the excesses of bombastic, but unproductive
political discourse, the limitations and local conditions of knowledge production, and the proliferation of compet-
ing alternate pasts. A more inclusive and democratic African critical archaeology that aims to put decision-making
back into the community needs to take into consideration the diversity of contexts (Pikirayi 2015: 532-533). It
requires theoretical flexibility and openness to explanations that are germane to a unique cultural and historical
moment, without neglecting the fact that new interpretations must be in dialogue with good archaeological prac-
tice, centered on collecting reliable information in places that have been at the periphery of research. The question,
then, is how to conduct nuanced archaeology that is decolonized, action-based, and critical, but also faithful to the
archaeological record, respectful and meaningful to diverse stakeholders, including erased populations of the past,
local communities in the present, and archaeologists and heritage specialists.
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Problematizing a Decolonized Activist Archaeology

In his advocacy of archaeology as social activism, Christopher Barton rightly acknowledges that archaeology does
not need to take the form of overtly radical social activism to function as political action (Barton 2021: 4). That is,
an action-oriented archaeology can be low-key and still promote change that matters. Each case is unique, and we
need to be aware that sweeping, overtly uncompromising rhetoric that is intrinsically political may not necessarily
overcome the long-lasting inequalities that it seeks to address. Instead, it may create other disparities and even put
those it intends to defend in harm’s way. Peter Schmidt (2009, 2010) and Karega-Munene (Karega-Munene and
Schmidt 2010), among others, report on how being associated with practices and discourses that challenge or
oppose state-sanctioned narratives can be dangerous for archaeologists (both African and foreign) and for their
local collaborators. Many of us have experienced or know someone who has experienced encounters with
authoritarian state representatives and institutional gatekeepers because they/we challenged established paradigms,
supported alternative narratives and subaltern communities, or were at odds with systems of patronage and
corruption. One possible result is silencing, which can take the form of explicit harassment, denial of research
permits and access to funding, and blocked professional advancement (Karega-Munene and Schmidt 2010). The
case of Eritrea detailed by Schmidt (2009, 2010) is only one among many examples that expose power relations
in the postcolony that directly affect researchers, preventing ethical, socially responsible archaeology as well as
putting at risk work, publication, and livelihoods (Karega-Munene and Schmidt 2010). It is also possible that
an archaeologist’s notion of empowerment through archaeological narrative is not shared by local stakeholders.
A rift between (critical) theory and accepted practices can emerge when archaeology projects with a social and
political dimension take place among communities that may not acknowledge the importance of a site, may not
have a direct connection with it, and may have other, more immediate concerns that supersede preserving her-
itage monuments. Furthermore, archaeologists supporting a critical, activist, inclusive, and decolonizing approach
often must confront local conservative academic and institutional elites trained in traditional Western systems of
value and approaches to archaeology, history, and heritage and who dismiss the perspectives of local communities
(Pwiti and Ndoro 1999; Ndlovu-Gatscheni 2013; King 2019). In reality, these elites reproduce colonial practices
in the post-independence era that privilege object-centered archaeology, scholarly scientific discourse, and
employ outdated legislation upholding ostensible international standards of preservation that exclude insights from
descendant populations, particularly those that counter official narratives (Rowlands 2009; Cruz 2022a).

But recently, despite limitations, risks, and opposition, archaeology in Africa has seen a proliferation of works
that aim to decolonize the practice, actively promoting paradigm shifts and changes to institutions that preserve,
archive, and present cultural heritage (e.g., Chirikure et al. 2010; Chirikure 2021; Karega-Munene and Schmidt
2010; Pikirayi 2015; Manyanga and Chirikure 2017). This decolonized and informed critical archaeology has
prompted key transformations that go beyond academic and institutional marginalization to scrutinize mainstream
methodologies, theories, and entrenched practices. Such efforts call for an ethically committed archaeology that
positively affects communities and engages them in telling the story of their past in a way that is creative and
culturally appropriate. While overturning hegemonic paradigms, the result is a more democratic archaeology that
puts people (both past and present) at the center, recapturing excluded and ignored histories. The centrality of com-
munity participation brings to the fore local ontologies and diverse engagements with material culture, privileging
the local rather than the national or global. However, this is not without problems, clashes, and contradictions.

A Personal Perspective

My thinking on an action-based archaeology is informed by my experience conducting research in various
African countries. I discuss two cases that are particularly noteworthy in terms of their relevance to this issue of
Forum Kritische Archdologie. In Southern Mozambique, a project that I carried out drew into sharp relief the
conflict between local, non-official narratives and state-dominated authorized metanarratives, grounded in long-
held, Western-dominated views of what constitutes heritage and who has precedence in its preservation (Cruz
2014, 2022a; and Smith 2006 for a discussion of authorized heritage discourse). This case highlights how local
concepts and ontologies are marginalized by institutional knowledge production that centers in intellectual elites’
hierarchical structure and their understanding of the past. The second example centers on my current project in Sdo
Tomé e Principe, one of the few countries in the world that has not yet been the subject of archaeological research.
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This case study emphasizes the need to negotiate different views pertaining to community participation and the
possibilities offered by critical archaeology. However, the Sdo Tomé project also highlights the laborious process
of making local partners aware of the fundamental role of non-Western ontologies and inclusion of communi-
ties, their values, and goals without reenacting previous colonialisms. In reflecting on these two different cases, I
defend a situated and context-specific practice that eschews rhetorical considerations divorced from the concrete
reality of the regions and communities among whom the projects take place. This is not to say that we should
dismiss theoretical discussions and practices anchored in political, critical debates (and, just as important, we
should not reject robust, empirical data that contribute new evidence to the knowledge of subaltern populations).
Instead, I argue that we should resist (generic) categorical radicalisms that may be appropriate in contexts where
strong political and cultural engagement exists and where indigenous archaeologies are well established, but which
may sound hollow and inappropriate in other settings. As Claire Smith (2012) notes, what seems easy in one part
of the world can be difficult in another, and we have to be aware of such differences.

My research in southern Mozambique was limited because the archaeological sites identified during survey
revealed themselves to be sacred for local communities, and access to them was restricted. Elders entrusted with
the sites’ protection, rituals, and ancestral memories controlled visits and objected to the use of prescribed archaeo-
logical methods, namely artifact collection, because that would disturb the ancestors. These limitations prompted
a more imaginative project emphasizing oral traditions, local narratives of resistance, and elements of nature in an
interplay of archaeology, landscape studies, and related disciplines (Cruz 2014, 2022a), which foregrounded the
conflict between hegemonic, state-dominated, heroic narratives and a local understanding of the past. Practitioners
at Mozambican heritage and academic institutions declared that despite the wishes of local elders that the sites
not be disturbed, I could do the work that I had originally envisioned because the research permit granted by a
national institution validated archaeological survey and excavation. While the authorized heritage discourse for the
region focused on sites related to the liberation struggle and classified as of national interest (Jopela 2017; Cruz
2022a), the way in which heritage conservation was actualized via the actions of official institutions was premised
on Western concepts, with little local engagement. It thus precluded alternative constructions of the past that were
not aligned with national narratives. In such a context, multifaceted questions surround the responsibilities borne
by a western archaeologist whose research in an African nation-state can alternatively be viewed as promoting
empowerment by raising up local perspectives or subverting established postcolonial narratives of legitimacy
based on symbols of the nation as well as political and elite social hierarchies. The challenge, in such instances,
is to decolonize archaeology without replicating colonial practices. An abstract intellectual critique provides little
guidance when navigating the power structure and web of social groups with interests in the results of archaeologi-
cal research. There are implications of aligning with different groups for the production of knowledge and possible
negative consequences for the self and collaborators that can result from challenging the official establishment. I
chose to respect the local wishes and not trespass on ancestral sites, and instead I collected local counter-narratives
focused on an archaeology of the recent past and local ontologies of space and time. However, my choice had
repercussions for my access to the official establishment.

The second example and associated reflection pertains to an emerging project on the island of Sao Tomé, designed
in collaboration with colleagues from the University of Sdo Tomé and the Ministry of Culture’s Heritage Office.
The project was born from an old interest in the origins of the plantation system and the Atlantic world, in which
Sdo Tomé played a fundamental role (Cruz 2022b). It centers on Praia Meldo, a sixteenth-century sugar mill and
estate house site located on privately owned land in a small village outside the capital. The absence of archaeology
and heritage specialists in Sao Tomé prompted extensive discussions aimed to set up the project as a means for
capacity building. My colleagues — full partners since the project’s inception — have a background in contemporary
history and a deep interest in the preservation of the country’s heritage that is greatly hindered by the lack of fund-
ing and specialized, technical expertise. Nonetheless, our opinions diverge not only regarding concepts of preser-
vation, but particularly on the rightful role and scale of community involvement. For me, community engagement
focused on the neighborhood encompassing the site of Praia Meldo is fundamental. In contrast, my colleagues
defend a heritage-centered approach in which the building takes center stage and needs to be preserved according
to international guidelines. The community is not viewed as an equal partner, but a receiver of benefits from forth-
coming use of the site for sustainable tourism, deemed a cornerstone of economic development. I am an out-
sider, while my colleagues are prominent members of the country’s establishment, and whereas, from a technical,
archaeological perspective, I am the project’s lead, in official aspects I must yield to their position. I hope, in time,
to be able to persuade my colleagues that different perspectives be included and the community consulted. The
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values and understanding that my colleagues have of the construction of knowledge is framed by a purely inter-
national heritage agenda as well as by relations of power based on social hierarchy. The fact that the community
living near the site is not directly related to it and has very limited knowledge of its history exacerbates the
problem. The site itself embodies Sdo Tomé’s early colonial history, which is entangled with the formation of the
Atlantic world, slavery, and the plantation system. The current community is comprised mostly of more recent
arrivals, part of the 19"-20" century forced migration of indentured labor from other Portuguese colonies to
Sado Tomé’s cacao plantations and “Angolares” fishermen who migrated from the south of the island and who
distinguish themselves by an identity that differs from both older populations and recent arrivals. Interestingly,
today’s Angolares possibly descend from maroon communities who maintained independence from the plantation
system by living in less-accessible mountainous areas from where they challenged the colonial authority, launched
slave rebellions, and engaged in other forms of resistance. Community participation in the project is, thus, essential
to bring yet a different narrative and the perspective of a community that has been marginalized by colonial and
post-colonial powers. Questions pertaining to the everyday lives of enslaved people and other poorly documented
groups, which have been erased from more traditional history, are at the core of the project, and as such, the present
community can contribute with historical memory of inequality and oppression in a more recent plantation context
and with their own narratives of resistance. My colleagues wholly embrace a perspective that recaptures past,
excluded populations and ignored histories, but at the same time defend national values and goals that are more
exclusionary and ignore a more democratic interpretation of the past, centered in the interests of the local com-
munity.

Reconciling various demands and promoting productive interaction with multiple stakeholders is a challenging
task that is made only more difficult by incendiary, uncompromising, righteous theoretical discourse that takes
place at the expense of conciliatory, nuanced, and informed inquiries. Commitment to meaningful research cannot
preclude the use of robust data and methodologies to concentrate entirely on radical, iconoclastic, dissent-based
archaeology or give uncritical precedence to local narratives. Rather, it requires broader, multidisciplinary
approaches, of which a critical decolonized archaeology and community engagement are two facets. Only a nu-
anced, but sound archaeological practice can shed light on aspects of the past and subaltern populations that have
been omitted and marginalized by authorized narratives — whether colonial or postcolonial — and offer the potential
to truly transform the discipline. This is the case for the enslaved populations that toiled in the sugar mill of Praia
Melao, for whom there is no historical record and our knowledge is limited to anecdotal information and snippets
in documents. For example, we know that at times the estate had 200 slaves and that in the 19" century the rent
paid for the property was significantly reduced because 13 slaves had run away. Little else can be gleaned from the
historical record about enslaved persons. Where did they live, how did they resist the structures of power, how was
their everyday life? Only archaeology can produce this knowledge, which can help decolonize historic narratives
and link past and present populations.

Reflections on Theoretical Discourse from an Africanist Viewpoint

Archaeology in Africa is currently experiencing a profound paradigm shift, and decolonizing theory and practice
is pivotal for its future. Such efforts arise mainly from within Africa itself (see Pikirayi 2015; Manyanga and
Chirikure 2017; Chirikure 2020; Machiridza and Musindo 2023). This new Africanist archaeology contrasts
considerably with Western research that privileges data-driven and scientific methodologies, often alienating local
contemporary populations. African-centered paradigms are a call for direct action, stress the centrality of commu-
nity participation, emphasize the diversity of engagements with material culture and the multiplicity of narratives,
local ontologies, and pasts that are locally relevant (e.g., Fontein 2006; Pikirayi and Schmidt 2016; Chirikure
2021). A shift towards communities’ needs and parameters is not without problems, and it is a long-term pro-
ject, frequently contingent upon slow changes. Post-independence national heritage institutions and practitioners
consistently reproduce colonial structures and power imbalances (Rowlands 2009; Karega-Munene and Schmidt
2010), at the expense of local communities’ interests and values. The question thus becomes how to subvert these
relations of power without engaging in new intellectual colonialism, especially when researchers advocating for
critical decolonizing practices come from the outside and are associated with well-funded institutions located in
the global north. The paradox of African archaeology is that colonial power dynamics are often reproduced by
national, post-independence elites, as illustrated by the examples above. Class, social standing, and academic
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affiliation can easily overpower the best-laid plans of decolonizing archaeology, but to not take into account
local realities and simply attempt to transpose Euro-American epistemologies onto African contexts would be
inappropriate and nothing more than a new hegemonic project. The answer may be that an action-driven, critical,
and decolonizing archaeology does not need to be explicitly confrontational and iconoclastic. It can be engaged
at once with archaeological evidence and local interpretations to create different types of knowledge about erased
peoples from the past and promote counter-narratives upheld by present marginalized communities. I propose
pursuing an archaeology that is at once grounded in rigorous methods but understands contemporary concerns and
promotes change — one that modestly seeks to recapture excluded pasts through collaboration with those connected
to it rather than merely heralding a radical rhetoric for ivory tower audiences.
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Aktivistische Archédologie ist ein hochaktuelles Thema, nicht nur aufgrund eines wachsenden Interesses an der
Beziehung zwischen Wissenschaft und Aktivismus im Kontext des Klimaschutzes, sondern auch wegen seiner
bisherigen geringen Bedeutung in der deutschsprachigen Archdologie — im Gegensatz zur englischsprachigen
Diskussion (siehe u. a. Zimmerman 2014; Little und Zimmerman 2010; Stottman 2010). Ein Definitionsansatz
einer aktivistischen Perspektive sieht diese als Praktiken der gesellschaftlichen Intervention zur Verbesserung der
Lebensumstédnde, meint also losungsorientierte Aktivitédten in politischen, sozialen oder 6konomischen Bereichen.
Im Hinblick auf die Archdologie scheinen mir zwei Ebenen im Zentrum zu stehen. Wéhrend sozial6konomisch
orientierte Ansdtze die Beziehungen zwischen Archdolog*innen und Gesellschaft in der Forschungsarbeit fokus-
sieren (z. B. die Unterstiitzung lokaler Akteur*innen im Umfeld einer Ausgrabung), blicken erkenntnisorientierte
Perspektiven auf das Potential archdologischer Forschung fiir gegenwartige Debatten.

Die soziale Ebene der Unterstiitzung lokaler Akteur*innen kann auf eine Verbesserung sozialer und 6konomischer
Aspekte abzielen. Haufige Ansétze sind hier die Schaffung von fairen, nachhaltigen Lohnverhéltnissen und Ab-
sicherungen fiir Krankheit und Rente. So hat beispielsweise das Projekt in Quseir am Roten Meer in Ostdgypten
(Moser u. a. 2002) nachhaltige Beschaftigungsméoglichkeiten fiir lokale Akteur*innen in einem gemeinsam gestal-
teten lokalen Heritage Center etabliert und Merchandising-Konzepte entwickelt, bei dem die Auswahl der Objek-
te, die Produktion und die Vermarktung durch lokale Akteur*innen kontrolliert wurde. Archdologisches Wissen
konnte also im Kontext von Tourismus zu einer 6konomischen Intervention beitragen, indem historische Objekte,
Orte und Narrative als Basis einer nachhaltigen 6konomischen Entwicklung genutzt werden. Unterstiitzung kann
auch auf lokale Heritage-Praktiken abzielen. Im Projekt in Quseir wurden dazu die Erfahrungen der lokalen Mit-
arbeitenden der Ausgrabungen dokumentiert. Ethnographische Forschungen, Interviews und Oral History machen
die lokalen Wahrnehmungen des Projekts und lokale Aneignungsstrategien von Archdologie und Heritage sichtbar,
und konnen auch zur Hinterfragung von Annahmen und Wahrnehmungen der hauptamtlichen Archédolog*innen
beitragen. Auch die Ergebnisprasentation und Entwicklung von verschiedenen Formaten fiir breitere Publikums-
gruppen (z. B. Unterrichtsmaterialien, Kinderbiicher, digitale Artefakt-Datenbanken) sollte in Ko-Produktion bei
Planung und Durchfiihrung geschehen.

Die erkenntnistheoretische Frage eines Beitrags archdologischen Materials zu heutigen Debatten besteht z. B. in
der Sichtbarmachung von bisher unsichtbaren oder marginalisierten Narrativen, was vor allem in Forschungs-
projekten zur Kolonialgeschichte oder zur Sklaverei umgesetzt wurde (siehe u. a. Zimmerman 2014, 19). Auch
Ansitze zur kontempordren Geschichte konnen aktivistische Perspektiven transportieren, wie die Ausgrabungen
des Hiittendorfs in Gorleben oder die Grabungsprojekte in KZs oder Zwangsarbeitslagern zeigen. Archdologie
konnte auch zur Losung genereller komplexer sozialer Probleme beitragen, wie etwa Wohnungslosigkeit oder
Klimaerwdrmung, indem der historische Kontext dieser Entwicklungen sichtbar gemacht wird und aus den Erfah-
rungen der Vergangenheit Handlungsmodelle fiir die Zukunft entwickelt werden, oder auch indem archéologische
Forschungsmethoden zur Aufarbeitung von Naturkatastrophen oder Massakern genutzt werden.

Da ich mich gerade in einem Forschungsprojekt mit partizipativen Ansédtzen in der Archédologie beschéftige, frage
ich mich, ob solche Praktiken als aktivistische Archdologie gelten kénnen. Partizipative Archédologie (auch als
Community oder Public Archaeology bzw. Citizen Science bezeichnet) meint ko-produzierende Praktiken im Sinne
einer Teilhabe ehrenamtlicher Akteur*innen in der wissenschaftlichen Wissensproduktion und -prédsentation.
Diese konnen sich auf verschiedenen Ebenen der archdologischen Wissensarbeit entfalten: als Information der
Offentlichkeit iiber Planungen, Vorgehensweisen und Ergebnisse; als Konsultation von lokalen Akteur*innen und
anderweitig Betroffenen, um Entscheidungen z. B. im Hinblick auf Forschungsagenden gemeinsam zu treffen; als
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Ko-Produktion im wissenschaftlichen Forschungsprozess; oder als eine generelle Transparenz des wissenschaft-
lichen Vorgehens zur Forderung eines gegenseitigen Verstandnisses. Es finden sich also durchaus Unterschiede
im Level der Einbindung von ehrenamtlichen Akteur*innen: von einer blo8en Mitwirkung in Form von Crowd-
Computing, Crowdfunding oder Crowdsourcing iiber die gleichberechtigte Kooperation mit Ehrenamtlichen in
Entscheidungsprozessen der Planung, Durchfiihrung, Analyse oder Pradsentation bis zu einer Free Citizen Science,
die komplett von Ehrenamtlichen getragen wird. Konkrete Umsetzungsformen bestehen in der Mitarbeit bei Aus-
grabung und Auswertung einzelner archdologischer Projekte, die entweder kostenlos zugédnglich oder mit Crowd-
funding durch die Ehrenamtlichen verbunden sind; in kooperativen Surveytechniken wie die sogenannte Commu-
nity Test Pit Excavation (TPE), bei der Testschnitte von 1x1 Meter an mehreren Stellen in einer Ortschaft oder
Region gemeinsam gegraben, dokumentiert und ausgewertet werden (Lewis u. a. 2020); in der Zusammenarbeit
mit Sondengadnger*innen. Digitalisierung ermoglicht weitere Praktiken: Projekte zur Auswertung digital erzeugter
Daten (Satellitenbilder, LiDAR usw.), offene Zugédnge zu Forschungsdaten durch Open Data, die Bereitstellung
einer Infrastruktur fiir unabhéngige Heritage-Praktiken oder Weiterbildung und E-Learning (Video-Tutorials, On-
line-Kurse, E-Learning-Plattformen usw.) zur eigenstdndigen Aneignung von Methoden- oder Erfahrungswissen
als Basis einer unabhangigen Wissensproduktion. In den Geschichtswissenschaften arbeitet die Public History
(siehe u. a. Arendes 2017; Ashton und Kean 2012) in erster Linie mit Transkriptionsprojekten handschriftlicher
Quellen oder Sammlungen privater historischer Dokumente (Fotos, Objekte, Briefe, Zeitzeug*innenaussagen
usw.), aber beinhaltet auch eigenstdndige ehrenamtliche historische Forschung, die unabhéngig von Hauptamt-
lichen agiert (z. B. das Projekt ,,Stadtteilhistoriker” (https://www.stadtteil-historiker.de/; Stand 03.01.2023). Par-
tizipative Praktiken konnten also tatsdchlich als eine Form von aktivistischer Archédologie gelten, wenn sie zu
einer Demokratisierung von Wissenschaft beitragen. Demokratisierung wére hier im Sinne einer selbststandigen
Produktions- und Bewertungskompetenz wissenschaftlichen Wissens gemeint, die durch detaillierten Einblick und
Einbindung in die Entstehungsprozesse einer wissenschaftlichen Aussage und deren Plausibilisierungspraktiken
entsteht. Dazu ist eine generelle Transparenz und die Beteiligung breiterer Bevolkerungsschichten an Entschei-
dungsprozessen wie auch die gleichberechtigte Zusammenarbeit mit ehrenamtlichen Forschenden in der Wissen-
sproduktion in ko-produzierender Weise notwendig. Solche Ansdtze konnten dann aktivistisch im Sinne einer
Intervention in der kulturellen Praxis der Wissenserstellung, also in wissenspolitischer Weise verstanden werden.
Allerdings scheint es mir problematisch, wirklich alle partizipativen Ansétze grundsétzlich als aktivistisch zu
interpretieren. Eine bloRe Erweiterung des Transfers wissenschaftlicher Ergebnisse, ohne die Ehrenamtlichen in
Entscheidungsprozesse und Wissensproduktion einzubinden, es also auf eine Science for the Public zu reduzieren,
konnte nicht als Intervention in wissenspolitischer Hinsicht gelten. Entscheidendes Merkmal wére eben die gleich-
berechtigte Beteiligung bei allen Ebenen der Wissensproduktion im Sinne einer Science with the Public.

Was die Frage nach der Bedeutung einer aktivistischen Archdologie betrifft, halte ich eine solche Perspektive aus
ethischen und erkenntnistheoretischen Griinden fiir sinnvoll und notwendig. Aus ethischer Perspektive hat Wissen-
schaft eine generelle Verantwortung, gesellschaftliche Prozesse zu reflektieren und konstruktiv zu begleiten. Die
Politikwissenschaftlerin Franziska Miiller konstatiert in einem Kommentar in der Zeit vom 11.08.2022 im Kontext
der Klimaforschung eine Verpflichtung der Wissenschaft zur Gestaltung gesellschaftlicher Transformationen, zur
Schaffung von Zugdngen zu Wissen, und zur Ideenentwicklung, weshalb ein groReres aktivistisches Engagement
von Forschenden legitim und geboten sei. Miiller argumentiert, dass gerade in der Klimaforschung das Modell
der Politikberatung mit einer klaren Arbeitsteilung zwischen Wissenschaft und Politik, bei der sich die Wissen-
schaft auf die Herstellung von Wissen beschrankt, das von der Politik in politisches Handeln iibersetzt wird, als
dysfunktional erweist, da notwendige MaBnahmen trotz wissenschaftlicher Plausibilitdt nicht umgesetzt werden.
Wenn politisches Handeln also nicht von Evidenz geleitet sei, konnen sich Wissenschaftler*innen nicht auf eine
neutrale Position zuriickziehen, sondern sind aufgefordert, aktiv zu werden. Politische Tragheit macht also Akti-
vismus notwendig. Gilt das auch fiir die Archdologie? Auch sie kann sich nicht aus gesellschaftlichen Entwick-
lungen heraushalten. Im Kontext der Klimaforschung konnte Archdologie beispielsweise zu Konzepten konkreter
KlimaschutzmaBnahmen beitragen, etwa durch Analysen fritherer Umweltkrisen zukiinftige Handlungsmodelle
entwerfen. Die Notwendigkeit von Aktivismus wird von Bruce C. Glagovic, Timothy F. Smith und Iain White
konsequenterweise als Aufruf zu einem generellen Forschungsboykott interpretiert. Forschung habe das Ende des
Wissen-Schaffens erreicht, da alles Wissen, alle Prognosen und Szenarien wertlos werden, wenn der COZ-AusstoB
unvermindert weitergeht (zitiert nach Miiller), nicht nur aufgrund der fehlenden politischen Konsequenzen wissen-
schaftlicher Ergebnisse, sondern auch als Prioritdtenentscheidung, sich auf drangendere Fragen zu konzentrieren.
Das stellt natiirlich die Frage, ob auch archéologische Forschung das Ende ihrer Wissensproduktion erreicht hat.
Vielleicht ist diese Einschdtzung in der Klimaforschung besonders relevant, weil hier die Folgenlosigkeit die Ar-
beit sinnlos erscheinen lédsst. Aber ob die eigene Energie besser fiir Forschung oder Aktivismus verwendet wird,
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bleibt eine individuelle Entscheidung. Zumindest aber sollte sich archdologische Forschungsarbeit ihres Beitrags
zur Klimaerwarmung bewusst werden.

Aktivistische Ansétze sind aber auch aus erkenntnistheoretischer Perspektive notwendig. Denn die Trennung von
Wissenschaft und Politik, von Erkenntnisproduktion und Interventionspraktiken ist nicht moglich. Der Riickzug in
eine neutrale Distanz der Wissensproduktion bleibt eine Illusion, da Forschung nicht auBerhalb von historischen,
sozialen und politischen Kontexten existiert und damit immer verflochten bleibt. Diese Entanglements miissen
reflektiert werden, wenn wissenschaftliche Erkenntnisse an Plausibilitdt gewinnen wollen. Kritik an der Verkniip-
fung von Forschung und Aktivismus basiert oft auf der Argumentation der unterschiedlichen Wissensraume, die
nicht verwechselt werden diirfen. Aktivistische Agenden machen die Wissensproduktion unglaubwiirdig, da eine
wissenschaftliche Aussage keine politischen Forderungen erlaube. So argumentiert z. B. der Medizinhistoriker
Urban Wiesing in seinem Gegenkommentar in der Zeit vom 11.08.2022, dass man nicht als Wissenschaftler*in,
sondern nur als wissenschaftlich gut informierte Biirger*in aktiv fiir eine Forderung eintreten konne. Es sollte
also immer deutlich gemacht werden, in welcher Rolle man gerade spreche. Er zielt damit auf die Unterschie-
de zwischen Evidenz und Machbarkeit. Aber dies scheint mir kein Gegenargument zu sein, sondern vor allem
eine Klarstellung, dass eine politische Forderung nicht immer von Plausibilitédt geleitet, sondern eben auch von
soziopolitischen Bedingungen und Mehrheitsfahigkeit abhdngig ist. Das macht aktivistische wissenschaftliche
Forschung nicht weniger legitim, sondern bereichert sie vielmehr, indem Wissensproduktion mit gesellschaftli-
chen Kontexten und Entwicklungen verkniipft wird und zugleich einer politischen Forderung eine zusétzliche
Glaubwiirdigkeit verleiht.

Fiir die Skizzierung einer konkreten aktivistischen Praxis wére zum Ersten eine Sensibilisierung und Hinterfra-
gung von Forschungskontexten wichtig. Dazu gehort die Reflexion der Wirkmacht archdologischer Wissensarbeit
auf lokale Situationen und die Rolle der Archdolog*innen wie auch die Entwicklung einer Sensibilitét fiir poten-
tielle Missverstdndnisse. Aullerdem wére ein neues Konzept der Beziehungen notwendig: die oftmals noch rein
okonomisch definierten Interaktionen mit lokalen Akteur*innen sollten eher als eine soziale Beziehung verstanden
werden. Die Abkehr von asymmetrischen, hierarchischen Konzepten der Definitions- und Deutungsmacht von
Kulturerbe, bei denen die hauptamtlichen Akteur*innen dominieren, wiirde Raum schaffen fiir ein neues Modell,
das Heritage als einen gemeinschaftlichen Besitz sieht, deren Bedeutung in gesamtgesellschaftlichen Diskursen
ausgehandelt werden sollte. Insgesamt wére also ein standiges Hinterfragen und Abwé&gen von Vorannahmen,
Wahrnehmungen und Handlungsoptionen sinnvoll. Zum Zweiten wére die Bereitschaft zum konkreten Engage-
ment notwendig: Moglichkeiten der Unterstiitzung suchen und Interventionsanfragen im Zuge der Forschung auf-
greifen; Praktiken der Kollaboration und Partnerschaften entwickeln, die an Probleme oder Themen des Alltags
ankniipfen, indem archdologische Erkenntnisse in sinnvolle Handlungen fiir eine Verbesserung der Lebenssituati-
on iibersetzt werden (Zimmerman u. a. 2010: 444-445).

Welche Schritte im Einzelnen sinnvoll sind, kann bisher nur in der jeweiligen Situation entschieden werden. Larry
J. Zimmerman hat vor knapp 10 Jahren festgestellt, dass die meisten Archdolog*innen nur wenig Erfahrung mit
Aktivismus gesammelt hatten, weshalb noch keine Best Practices oder leitenden Epistemologien des Aktivismus
entwickelt worden seien (Zimmerman 2014: 20). Und das scheint mir zumindest fiir die deutschsprachige Ar-
chéologie weiterhin zu gelten. Es bleibt also ein knowledge in the making. Umso wichtiger ist eine systematische
Auseinandersetzung, um tragfahige Ideen und Konzepte zu entwickeln.

Einzentrales Element wére die grundsétzliche Offenheit fiir alle Interessen: die Sichtweise der lokalen Akteur*innen
ernst zu nehmen und Praktiken der gleichberechtigten Ko-Produktion von Wissen zu entwickeln. Ein spezielles
Augenmerk sollte dabei auf die Machtverhéltnisse gerichtet werden, um die marginalisierten und unsichtbaren
Akteur*innen in den Fokus zu stellen. Dabei konnen aber auch konflikthafte Narrative und Praktiken ins Spiel
kommen, weshalb bedacht werden sollte, welche Narrative man gegebenenfalls nicht mehr mittragen kann, wie
z. B. abwertende Erzdhlungen (nationalistische, rassistische, homophobe usw.). Hier kénnte eine aktivistische
Perspektive an der Hinterfragbarkeit abwertender Narrative ansetzen, indem ihre historischen Kontexte sichtbar
gemacht werden. Sinnvoll erscheinen mir dabei auch die Impulse aus der partizipativen Archdologie zur Transpa-
renz und zur Entwicklung von Bewertungskompetenz der Erkenntnisherstellung, so dass die Unterschiedlichkei-
ten der Plausibilitdten von Interpretationen nachvollzogen werden kénnen.

Archéologie konnte dabei ihre Potentiale zur Sichtbarmachung von progressiven Narrationen ausspielen. Archéo-
logie und Heritage scheint zwar eine Affinitdt zu konservativen Narrativen zu haben, etwa in ihrer Verwendbarkeit
zur Behauptung einer historischen Kontinuitédt von nationalen Strukturen, Herkunft oder Abstammung oder in der
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Nutzung zur Verhinderung des Ausbaus erneuerbarer Energien, so wie das Gartendenkmal Damitzow im Land-
kreis Uckermark als Argument fiir die Ablehnung eines Windparks diente (Siiddeutsche Zeitung vom 25.08.2022).
Als progressive Narrative konnten beispielsweise erweiterte Konzepte von Heritage gelten, die auch kulturelle
Praktiken der Gegenwart als schutzwiirdig aufwerten (Hausbesetzungen, Protestbewegungen oder subkulturelle
Aktivitaten wie z. B. Street Art). Bisher scheint sich aber zumindest das deutschsprachige UNESCO-Komitee
eher auf konventionelle Heritagepraktiken wie Trachten oder Brauchtum zu konzentrieren und sich mit subkultu-
rellen Praktiken noch eher schwer zu tun, zumindest wenn man auf die Bewilligungspraxis blickt. Auch die kon-
temporare Archdologie kann als aktivistisch gelten, wenn zeitgeschichtliche Entwicklungen aus archédologischer
Perspektive analysiert und damit die historischen Untersuchungsansitze erweitert werden. Schliefllich erscheint
mir auch der Bereich der 6konomischen und politischen Folgenabschétzung vielversprechend: das Potential ver-
gangener politischer oder 6konomischer Modelle als Basis einer Erweiterung der Moglichkeitsraume und Impulse
fiir gegenwartige Herausforderungen. Die heutige Dominanz hierarchischer Politikmodelle des Nationalstaats und
profitorientierter Wirtschaftssysteme des Neoliberalismus lasst diese als quasi ahistorische anthropologische Kon-
stanten erscheinen. Sie sind jedoch konkrete historische Produkte, die neben vielen anderen Formen politischer
oder okonomischer Organisationspraktiken stehen (egalitdre oder direktdemokratische Modelle, Commons usw.).
Archéologie konnte gemeinsam mit der Sozial- und Kulturanthropologie solche Konzepte erkunden, muss dazu
allerdings ihre bisher noch héufig reproduzierten Vorannahmen einer Zwangslaufigkeit und Unumkehrbarkeit der
Entstehung von Hierarchien in politischen und 6konomischen Systemen hinterfragen.

Die Archéologie sollte also immer versuchen, Praktiken der Intervention zu entwickeln — nicht nur weil sie Ver-
antwortung fiir die Konsequenzen ihrer Arbeit tragt, sondern auch weil sie eine generelle Verantwortung als Teil
von Gesellschaften iibernehmen sollte. Archdolog*innen kénnten dann als scholar activists, als forschende und
lehrende Aktivist*innen agieren.
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Introduction: Contextualizing Iranian Archaeology

In this short paper, the author, an Iranian archaeologist, approaches activism from a perspective of a Western
Asian. I try to discuss the characteristics and challenges of activism in Iranian archaeology. Can archaeology have
an emancipating role in a Southwest Asian context, where authoritarianism, conflict and political tensions still
challenge academic freedom?

The critical discourses in archaeology have challenged the oversimplified notion that archaeology can benefit
humanity without active engagement and awareness of the consequences of archaeological practice to the contem-
porary world (Christensen 2010: 21). There would be numerous versions of activism in archaeology. But the core
question of all these versions would be, archaeology for whom? (Panameno and Nalda 1978; Atalay et al. 2014:
7). Hence, the main issue in terms of activism is the audience. Therefore, from the very beginning archaeology
should be considered a discipline which is practised in and has consequences for contemporary society. However,
in many parts of the world, including Southwest Asia, archaeologists fail or are reluctant to recognize that “our
practice is inherently political from our choice of sites to how and to whom we present our research findings”
(Christensen 2010: 21).

In Southwest Asia, archaeology has a complicated background. Over the course of the 19" century, archaeology
was introduced in the Ottoman territories and Qajar Iran together with colonial and imperial functions (Ozdogan
1998: 114; Papoli Yazdi and Garazhian 2012: 25).

“In its 120-year history in Iran, archaeology has played an administrative role rather than one of academic knowledge
production. Under such conditions, it could not be represented in an indigenous version, and in general, it has remained
theoretically within the limits of the conditions of traditional archaeology and, at most, cultural-historical archaeology”
(Papoli Yazdi and Garazhian 2012: 25-26).

Archaeology is still widely practised as a governmental discipline; namely archaeologists, also in academia, are
completely dependent on the government in terms of budgeting and fieldwork permission. Archaeological knowl-
edge in Iran, of course not an exception, is produced and consumed by the state, which usually ignores the diversity
of the Iranian population and their socio-cultural expectations. On the other hand, the diversity in archaeological
approaches, methodologies and the independency of agents are still challenging issues. Consequently, archaeo-
logy lacks the power and proper tools to resist the top-down approach and to claims the rights of its agents and
communities.

Generally speaking, archaeology has always been the subject of socio-political tensions, misused by political
parties and governments while it has sometimes provoked cultural conflicts and its agents have paved the way
for destructive social and environmental policies in Iran. The best example is the rescue archaeology projects in
support of destructive dam projects under the name of development, which resulted in the flooding of hundreds of
villages and archaeological sites and serious damage to the environment.
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Archaeology as Activism in Iran: Characteristics and Challenges

In the following, I will discuss the strategies of a small group of Iranian archaeologists toward a more engaged
version of archaeology. This is a personal, and of course political, narrative of shifting from conservative Near
Eastern archaeology to an engaged archaeology of the contemporary past. Shortly after starting my education in
the Department of Archaeology at the University of Tehran, I discovered that the courses did not meet my expecta-
tions. | could not see any tie between the syllabi that discussed the glory of Persian empires and my life and the
life of people around me. I just wanted to do something useful, to be active. However, as a young student, | did not
have a clear image of activism at that time.

My personal and professional life changed trying to establish an engaged version of archaeology in my homeland.
For me, the idea of doing something relevant and useful came from the disaster ethnoarchaeology project in Bam
in 2003 when a devastating earthquake exposed the sufferings of people. Our team visited Bam and realized the
limitations of conservative archaeology in such situations. Feeling the responsibility to speak and write about the
painful experiences of people, our small team was struggling to find a scientific, methodological and yet ethical
version of archaeology that could respond to this situation. The project transformed into a contemporary archaeo-
logy project in 2008.

What we wanted was to develop an independent version of archaeology which can communicate with society
actively without too much governmental intervention. For our small group, GAP END, who wanted to act indepen-
dently and consider contemporary society as the context of production and consumption of archaeological knowl-
edge, the archaeology of the contemporary past was emancipating. It provided us with a scientific and ethical
approach to investigate the challenges and crucial issues of Iran from an archaeological perspective. One of our
main activities to establish an engaged version of archaeology was to launch scientific programs for the public,
where we could actively communicate with people, be informed about their expectations and learn about the
impacts of archaeology on society. This was a brilliant experience leading us to revisit our methodologies and
approaches.

After the coup of Mahmoud Ahmadinejad in 2009 and the rise of the extreme right, we encountered difficulties.
Leila Papoli-Yazdi and Omran Garazhian, the main members of GAP END, had been exiled to a small college
in Neyshabour, northeastern Iran, and | was sent to the University of Birjand, a small university near the Afghan
border. Our colleagues sent reports against us to the security authorities of the Ministry of Science, Research and
Technology, accusing us of being anti-regime and scientifically and morally unqualified. Nevertheless, we stayed
in touch and organized our independent activities under GAP END. However, in the absence of financial support
and fieldwork permission, it was not easy.

In 2012 the Center for the Investigation of Unknown Martyrs approached us. This Center is a military organization
under the supervision of the Revolutionary Guard Corps, an extreme right army, Sepah, and is responsible for the
recovery of the bodies of Iran-Iraq war martyrs. Evidently, they knew that we were the only group of native archae-
ologists in the region who do the archaeology of the contemporary past. They called Leila and tried to convince
the group to cooperate with them. They had access to financial support, well-equipped laboratories, and a group of
experts, including anthropologists who worked as military officers. We were told that we could join any prominent
university that we wish and have access to all facilities, equipment and finance of the Center.

After several hours of discussion in Leila and Omran’s house, the headquarters of GAP END, we decided to refuse
the offer. We realized that working with an extreme right governmental organization would have consequences that
we could not anticipate. One of our main concerns was the destiny of our research. We were quite aware that the
Center would reserve and hold all the rights in terms of our data and results.

In countries under dictatorial regimes, cooperation with the state can have consequences beyond the field of study.
So, one of the main characteristics of activist archaeology in countries under dictatorship is to avoid collaboration
with governmental organizations. As an independent group in Iranian archaeology, saying no has been sometimes
our most effective resistance. In the absence of freedom of speech and independent academia in Iran that could
guarantee independent research, doing nothing is pure engagement. It does not necessarily mean passivity and
inactivity but rather responsibility about the outcomes of decisions. In this regard, Hannah Arendt’s (2003: 48)
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words about personal responsibility are notable: “Hence, the question addressed to those who participated and
obeyed orders should never be, ‘Why did you obey?’ but “Why did you support?’” According to Arendt, better to
suffer than collaborate.

Noteworthy are the fruitful discussions by archaeologists to avoid cooperation with military organizations, particu-
larly in critical situations such as war and conflict (see Meskell 2002; Bernbeck 2008; Hamilakis 2009). However,
there is an attitude that archaeology in peaceful countries would not be so dangerous. This should be reinvesti-
gated, as in the absence of engagement, archaeological practice can lead to disastrous outcomes.

Activism Can Transform Archaeology and Archaeologists

Activism can change archaeology, its subjects, concerns, methodologies and audience. Activism can lead to the
revision of fundamental concepts and definitions. In an interesting case, Max Liboiron’s (2021: 5) engaged
research on plastic has introduced a novel understanding of colonialism. They consider plastics’ global distribution
as part of colonial land relations and discuss that access to indigenous lands is a colonial strategy for sending
pollution abroad. Such critical reflections are crucial if archaeology is determined to contribute to the research on
current global challenges.

Scholars have correctly emphasized that we as agents should transform the discipline, not just create an activist
niche in archaeology (Silverman and Ruggles 2007; Stottman 2010; Atalay et al. 2014: 8). Zimmerman has subtly
discussed that being an activist is a decision. “Archaeologists can provide useful perspectives on contemporary
social problems if they are willing to engage in politics and translate their findings into information useful for
developing social policy” (Zimmerman 2010: 443). Yannis Hamilakis (2009) has rightly emphasized the multiple
identities of “archaeologists such as that of the concerned citizen, the national subject of an invading country, or the
public intellectual” and asked archaeologists to express their political, ethical, as well as professional opposition
in public to issues such as military invasions and imperialist encroachments.

One might ask if activism can be incorporated with the scientific claims of archaeology. Indeed, challenges such as
conflict, climate change, pollution and hyper-consumerism that affect the life of human beings globally stimulate
us to deconstruct the dichotomy of activism and scientific claims and consider activism as a necessity for archaeo-
logical practice. | cannot see any contradiction between applying scientific methods and activism. Activism is not
about the ignorance of scientific methods but rather about a lack of awareness of the socio-political dimension
of scientific practice. On the other hand, considering the scientific aspect of archaeology does not mean refusing
to engage in critical discussions about ethics and politically-informed decisions. Our work “might be valuable
beyond just the human interest to be derived from providing perspectives on cultural adaptations over time”
(Zimmerman 2010: 444).

Moreover, one of the most distinguishing aspects of activism in archaeology is to think globally. This scale distin-
guishes engaged archaeologies from traditional ones. While traditional and conservative archaeologies embedded
in local and regional claims are usually at the service of nationalist agendas, activism can situate archaeological
practice on a more global scale. As an archaeologist from an unsettled region, | have learnt that global challenges
have local consequences, such as the destruction of the environment, subsistence and poverty. | am aware of the
painful experiences and bitter stories of ordinary people and communities and the environmental catastrophes
when archaeology is conducted in the absence of ethical and professional considerations.

It is worth noting that transformative and engaged archaeologies are also context and agent dependent, and there
is no single universal version of activist archaeology that can be applied everywhere.
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Concluding Words: Is Activism a Priority in Archaeology?

Anibal Quijano, the Latin American thinker, has applied the term coloniality to demonstrate that issues with “a
colonial origin and character can be more durable and stable than the colonialism in whose matrix they were estab-
lished” (Quijano 2000: 533). Quijano’s contribution demonstrates new perceptions of colonialism and transcends
the orthodox understanding of this term. The colonial function of archaeology in its early days has remained in
Iranian archaeology. Archaeology is still almost useless and has failed to establish a proper connection to Iranian
society. As a state-sponsored discipline, it is involved in power relations and sometimes has an oppressive role.

To a considerable extent, archaeology is about change and continuities. In a permanently changing world we
are not only in need of constant re-evaluation of our methods, like any other discipline, but also of our concerns
and questions. With that said, transformations of archaeological practice that call for more engaged versions of
archaeology are a necessity in Iranian archaeology. One of the most important goals of archaeology in Iran in the
21t century should be to revise its basic concepts and restructure its relationship with the contemporary world.
According to Anne Pyburn (2007: 178) communication with the living context “will force the archaeologist to take
the political context of their efforts into account. Gone are the days when the expatriate researcher could ignore

LIE1)

local impacts because ‘they will never know’.

This has benefits for both sides: On the one hand, it can guarantee the survival of archaeology through its transfor-
mation into a politically and socially engaged discipline, which can resist and refuse to be part of the oppression
machine. On the other hand, it brings in the active participation of communities and stakeholders whose voices
should be heard. As Pyburn (2007: 179) has stated: “Archaeologists have an agenda worth promoting; the problem
is making sure our voices speak to the political present and ensuring that the informed voices of other constituen-
cies are also heard and understood”.
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Whether the cake on Mona Lisa’s “face” at the Louvre [1] or a Trojan Horse with oil company BP’s logo in front
of the British Museum [2], recent art news consists of climate change, restitution, indigenous rights, transparency,
representation, and fair employment protests in museums. But protest in museums is not new: In 1914 the Rokeby
Venus painting by Velazquez was sliced as a protest against the arrest of a suffrage leader. In 1974, Picasso’s
Guernica was spray painted in an act of protest against the perpetuators of Vietnam War massacres. More recently,
“Just Stop Oil” protests have raised awareness of climate change issues, which stirred up new controversies around
protests in museums.

Protest is a form of disruption, it interrupts the “normal.” When a protest takes place in a museum, it breaks the
artificially created and strictly maintained order in the museum space. It challenges the status quo that museums
hold onto so tightly. Protest is also a way of starting a dialogue and coming together around ideas and actions.
In a recent interview, Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez said: “Sometimes people ask, ‘Oh, what’s the point of protest?’
The act of protest creates community.” (Lowery 2022). If the primary function of a museum is to create space for
questioning, speaking out and listening (dialogue), and working together and learning from each other (collabo-
ration and creating community) — and as a museum professional, I argue it should be — then museums need to
approach protest differently.

Museums are not neutral (a statement coined by La Tanya Autry and Mike Murawski, also see Raicovich 2021).
However, many museum leaders still make decisions that support the museum’s mission to be places to appreciate
art, science, history, and culture, and only that, and avoid “getting involved” or “being political,” as if the objects
on display can be separated from their histories, the collectors’/artists’ backgrounds, hiring practices, the work-
place conditions of the staff who care for them, and the funding bodies that support their creation and exhibition.
As places of critical thinking, learning, and questioning, museums question their own practices not nearly enough,
at least not in their public platforms and exhibits. It is almost as if museums are stuck in the denial phase of Kibler-
Ross’ five stages of grief, grieving that we are finally reckoning with their/our problematic pasts. Acceptance
seems still a couple of stages away.

But let us accept this: Museums are political; they have always been. What is changing is that more of us expect
museums to acknowledge this and be active players in fighting against the injustices that enabled the emergence
of museums in the first place, such as colonialism, imperialism, racism, xenophobia, inequality, ableism, and
elitism, which continue to affect museum practices today. As a reflection of the society they are situated in,
museums cannot separate themselves from what is happening around them. If museums want to justify their
existence to their various publics (and with support and funds becoming scarcer every day, they have to), they
need to take protest as a genuine form of feedback. The public is telling museum leaders what they want from their
museums, whether this is in the form of petitions, social media comments, or protests. And museum leaders need
to listen, acknowledge, consider, and reevaluate. If museums do not provide space for discussions that the public!
wants to hold, ideas they want to explore, or practices they want to put in place, they will be met with protest.
Worse, they will become irrelevant.

1 The “publics” of museums are, of course, not monolithic in their expectations, priorities, political agendas, backgrounds,
or ways of engaging with museums. Museums should thrive to serve everyone, all publics, but this is the ideal mission,
whereas in reality, every museum has to prioritize some of its communities over others, whether this is a result of the
museum’s location, mission, type of the collections, or resources.
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Admittedly, museums are easy targets for protest and critique. The problematic, unethical, and sometimes violent
past of museums is a burden on those of us who work in museums and visit them. It is a burden on us as a society.
This shared burden — and it has to be shared — requires working together. Museums and their visitors, participants,
and communities (these may or may not be the same publics) need to inform each other and keep each other
accountable. They need to be collaborators. This idea of mutual learning goes against the traditional historical
role of museums as places that “teach”, because mutual learning requires sharing authority, unlearning, and trans-
parency (Freire 1970). Ironically, it is in fact this position of authority that makes museums ideal platforms for
protesting and challenging authority.

Museums have been defined as “contact zones” (Clifford 1997), bringing together and connecting different people,
cultures, and ideas. Museums are also “conflict zones” (Lggstrup 2021), because traditional museum practices
often bring the museum institution face to face with their current publics. Many have condemned the recent
protests involving attacking or gluing oneself to (the frames of) famous artworks, calling it “vandalism” [3]. After
the recent “Just Stop Qil” protest, where a tin of tomato soup was thrown at van Gogh’s Sunflowers in London’s
National Gallery [4] or mashed potatoes at the Monet in the Museum Barberini in Potsdam [5], many more have
expressed their skepticism (especially in social media) around the act of putting artworks in vulnerable situations
to raise awareness of climate change. Yet, many have also talked about climate change as a result.

Some of this criticism comes from the museum world. As museum professionals, it is our responsibility to care for
the objects and artworks we steward, so when objects are harmed, threatening their preservation (although what
is and should be “preserved” by whom and where is another topic of discussion), some may feel that we are not
doing our jobs right. But objects are only one aspect of museum work. “Quieren el arte, no a la gente (they want
the art, not the people)” was a gentrification protest banner in the Brooklyn Museum in 2018 by the “Decolonize
This Place” movement [6]. “Just Stop Oil” protesters cry out a similar sentiment: “What is worth more, art or life?
... Are you more concerned about the protection of a painting or the protection of our planet?” [7]. If museums
“protect” artworks but fail to actively serve the people and protect the interests of their communities, they are not
doing their jobs right either.

Climate change protesters can and perhaps will continue their protests in museums, as they have an important
message and the attention of the public. They don’t need museums to support them, really. On the other hand,
museum leaders are anxiously making plans to prevent possible attacks. Here is a thought for museums: Would
people be protesting to raise awareness of climate change in a museum that treats climate change as a serious
matter and hosts an exhibit on climate change? Imagine if one of these big art museums that are targets for protests
had an exhibit on climate change curated by climate change activists, created with sustainable and reused materi-
als, supported by ethical donors. If the museum acknowledged and aimed to lower its carbon footprint? If public
forums were held at the museum, where people could express themselves, make their voices heard? If the museum
then integrated these ideas and criticisms into the exhibits? One may argue that protest will always happen, no
matter how the museum changes. And it should. Protest is an essential part of progress and should be seen as a
stimulator for dialogue and change.

But protest can also happen in collaboration with museums if museums allowed for sharing authority. Ideally, the
very confrontation of conflicting positions could be an essential part of museum practice and exhibits. Museums
are (or at least they should be) safe spaces to explore different ideas and perspectives. Why can’t these ideas
include protested subjects and protester voices? What could change in museums if their response to protest was to
increase the visibility of the issue rather than increasing security?

When | was writing this piece, a piece of protest art appeared in the Guggenheim New York in support of Iranian
women and their freedom [8]. Red banners with images of Mahsa Zhina Amini were hung down the iconic
balcony, a commonly chosen platform for protest. Without affecting the artworks on display, this protest inter-
vened in the space, disrupted its normalcy, and used that space to communicate the message. Museums can and
should enable these interventions and disruptions. Protest art in itself is an artform and therefore it also belongs in
a museum [see 9].

In a recent panel at Futurium’s “Shaping Futures in Museum Communities” [10], curator Maria Isabel Garcia
at the Mind Museum in Manila, discussed the importance of “ragency;” the anger and agency we carry within
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ourselves and bring with us to the museum. There are many issues to be angry about in our world and in museums.
Garcia argued that as curators we need to allow this rage in the museum space as a means of dialogue. Our exhibits
should talk about it, because it gives visitors and museum professionals a way to collaborate by talking to each
other about issues that concern our lives and our shared futures.

Every museum professional and visitor can do something to intervene. Speaking the non-dominant language in the
museum space is disruption. Laughing and crying is an intervention. Bringing yourself, your friends, children to
the museum is participation. Having discussions, questioning the exhibit is an interaction. Writing a critical reflec-
tion, a complaint, or a social media comment is an intervention. So is becoming a member or a donor, joining a
museum tour or event, asking for accountability, supporting the good work and condemning the bad. But change
and action also needs to come from within the institutions and for this to be set in motion, the “normal” or the
“traditional” has to be challenged. When left alone to their own pace, change in (especially encyclopedic)
museums will come very slowly, if at all.

Modern museums emerged about two hundred years ago. The dismantling of the deeply rooted power structures
and unethical practices in museums, therefore, may take another two centuries. But we can’t throw our hands
up and say nothing is fixable (even though some days | do feel this desperation). We need to start somewhere,
however imperfect the starting point is. And there are glimmers of hope for better things in museums. ICOM’s new
definition of a museum underlines the importance of ethics, communities, accessibility, inclusivity, diversity, and
sustainability [11]. Slowly, more museums are embracing “interventions” into their exhibits, bringing in voices
that have been excluded from museum spaces. They have been highlighting indigenous voices, inviting artists
from heritage communities to reinterpret objects, asking museum security staff to reflect on artworks, increasing
their accessibility features, and offering tours in many languages, including those used in areas where the objects
come from. They have started to hire more diverse staff than ever before, mostly thanks to the protests and work by
indigenous communities, museum professionals, and activists advocating for equity. This means that the difficult
work of changing museums from within will be put increasingly on the shoulders of museum professionals who
come from historically underrepresented backgrounds into these positions, who will take the work of changing
museums upon themselves. But they shouldn’t bear all of the responsibility; again, the burden needs to be shared.
To continue to push museums towards becoming more welcoming, inclusive, ethical, and community-centered, we
are all responsible for disrupting, intervening, listening, speaking up, and taking action. Part of this is supporting
the good work and collaborating to make the good work better.

The “we” here includes archaeologists. Museums are one of the most public platforms for communicating
archaeological research and information. However, archaeologists working in universities have rarely made use
of this platform. Academic colleagues often use the museum to extract information from the museum’s collection
for their own research, however, they have not fully explored its potential as a place to reach, connect with, or
give back to their non-academic communities. Collaborations between university archaeologists and museum
archaeologists for public outreach projects are increasing, but more can be done and is certainly needed.
Archaeologists working in universities may have more academic freedom to criticize museums than their museum
colleagues, but museum archaeologists are the ones who can do the work of putting this criticism into practice.
Collaborations between archaeologists working in universities, museums, research centers, libraries, schools, and
beyond, then, can only benefit activist museum work.
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