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ABSTRACT
This article presents two case studies in which public archaeology was
used to attempt to shift local perspectives on migration and migrants.
The two archaeology projects, which took place in the United States and
Sweden, emphasized participants’ connections to places and shared
experiences in the past rather than to ethnic groups in an attempt to
combat the use of heritage and archaeological interpretations as a
mechanism for xenophobia. Here we discuss our experiences with this
form of social justice-oriented public archaeology, including identifying
methods, observations, and approaches that can be adapted for other
contexts, and explore the possibilities for archaeology to be used to
address pressing and widespread concerns in society today.
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Introduction

As archaeology becomes more reflexive and more critical, a need to understand more thoroughly
who, what, and how archaeology benefits the greater public has arisen. More recently, archaeologists
themselves have begun to question who their audiences are, what the public benefits of archaeology
are (as well as who those publics are), and what futures archaeology intends to preserve the past for
(see Funari 2001; Merriman 2004; Little and Shackel 2014; Bollwerk, Connolly, and McDavid 2015;
Högberg et al. 2017; Moshenska 2017). Here we explore if and how community archaeology can
be adapted to address social issues facing the world today, namely the social integration of migrants.
In shifting the interpretive framework of our public and community archaeology projects, we seek to
address migrants’ frequent inability to claim local heritage narratives for themselves by presenting
interpretations that value people’s relationship to places over their relationships to previous
populations.

Migration has been a central part of the human experience for millennia yet remains a contentious
issue in the twenty-first century. Today, claims that migration disrupts imagined cultural and/or
ethnic homogeneity in receiving countries frequently cite national or regional heritage or history
for support – thereby ignoring the role that earlier migrations had in creating those existing heritage
narratives. In these debates about the impact of the migrant on host communities, heritage is often
used as a proxy for defending xenophobic and ethnocentric attitudes. We argue that this use of heri-
tage is successful, at least in part, because of the ways that heritage has historically been used and the
ways it continues to be framed (as a discussion about people, not places) when working with the
public. The aim of this article is to outline two community archaeology case studies in which
interpretations that favoured biological connections to previous populations were disregarded in
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favour of interpretations that emphasized participants’ connections to lived experiences within
places. The two independent programmes that we review here use public archaeology to increase
community cohesiveness and show how heritage can be used to promote unity by emphasizing
people’s connections to places rather than to earlier populations.

Heritage, archaeology, and nativism

Intentionally tailored narratives of the past have consistently been used for political purposes
throughout history, and the political implications of both heritage and archaeology continue to
shape how these fields of study are received and used in society today. Although frequently pre-
sented without reference to its underlying political leanings, archaeology does not exist in a pol-
itical vacuum. On the contrary, it has developed alongside, and been influenced by, a wide array
of political and social movements (Kohl 1998; Gustafsson and Karlsson 2011). Archaeology has a
political dimension that requires attention and awareness from its practitioners. In the wake of the
rise of nationalistic movements that influenced the formation of nation-states of the twentieth
century came a political will to unite societies around essentialized categories such as ethnicity,
race, and ‘folk geist.’ This movement arose in order to counteract dividing factors such as class
conflict. These nationalistic ideologies, with their focus on essentialism, influenced archaeological
discourse and theories on material culture: connections to ethnic groups and races gained
influence at the expense of the former evolutionary-based discourse, where differences in material
culture were interpreted in evolutionary terms. This shift resulted in archaeologists seeking to
trace the history of different ethnic groups and specific peoples in culture-historical archaeology.
In Europe, this created an archaeology focused on identifying the development and
movements of groups of people through archaeological material. Gustaf Kossina’s (1911) work
in tracing the Germanic peoples in Germany is a good example of this development. Taken to
an extreme, this type of thinking enabled some German archaeologists to use the lack of other
ethnic groups in the historical period in the area of present day Germany as a tool to proclaim
the purity and supremacy of modern Germans (Trigger 1995, 268f; Gustafsson and Karlsson
2011, 15).

Similarly to archaeology, heritage arose during the nineteenth century as a way to consolidate
national identity and served as a foundational component of nationalism, with archaeological evi-
dence frequently being used to support these heritage narratives (Hobsbawm 1990; Trigger 1995).
Nationalism was necessary to emphasize the primacy of the nation-state over the network of
extant communities already present within the state’s formal boundaries as well as to fight terri-
torial claims from other nations (Graham, Ashworth, and Tunbridge 2000, 12). Indeed, heritage
helps establish national identities that work as binding elements within what Anderson (1991)
refers to as imagined communities. However, as globalization has increased, pushback in the
form of recently-revived nationalist and nativist movements has kept pace.

Hobsbawm (1990, 65) notes that although many nineteenth century European nationalist move-
ments did not originally rely on an ethnic identity, many adopted such requirements along the way.
In these more recently revived nationalism movements, ethnic identity plays a central role in main-
taining ‘cultural exclusivity’ by defining who can claim what heritage (Graham, Ashworth, and Tun-
bridge 2000, 59). These groups can then leverage this heritage to justify or excuse anti-social
behaviour, including serving to justify exclusion of other groups; indeed, nationalism only works if
a particular representation is privileged at the expense of another (Graham, Ashworth, and Tunbridge
2000, 74). However, because the heritages that underlie these nationalistic claims to power are
entirely dependent on ‘constructed versions of the past,’ versions that oftentimes require as much
forgetting as they do remembering, their authenticity can be challenged and the narratives can be
changed (Silverman 2011, 113). Therefore, re-structuring the way heritage is presented to a public
audience can help in shifting a heritage narrative from one of exclusion to one that is inclusive of
a wider set of communities (Merriman 1997).
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Re-framing heritage interpretations

In his study aimed at understanding how Sweden’s County Administrative Boards (CAB), which serve
as the regional supervisors of heritage sites and cultural landscapes as well as the supervisor of
regional contract archaeology, attempted to develop their perspective of cultural heritage manage-
ment, Anders Högberg noted the distinction between ethnos and demos heritage interpretations and
narratives (Högberg 2015, 48ff).

While the framework of the ethnos perspective focused on ethnicity and a common cultural heri-
tage based on imagined kinship, blood ties, or other homogenizing identities, the demos perspective
is based not on essentialism but instead on the shared present and a community based on a mutual
future. The citizens share a sense of belonging based on a mutual understanding of key democratic
values and rules (Högberg 2015, 48ff). In the American context, the Star-Spangled Banner, the
national anthem of the USA, is an example of a performed nationalism that fosters a shared sense
of belonging and civic citizenship. The anthem is often played at the opening of public sporting
events, with the words projected onto screens so that the audience can follow along. The ritual
nature of the performance of the anthem and its low barrier to access (follow the instructions to
stand and read the lines on the screen) can help newcomers to the country to feel that they are a
part of a larger national identity. Examples like the performance of the national anthem show how
shifting definitions of community from ethnicity-based to based in shared meanings and understand-
ings can help to bring people together and provide a more inclusive form of togetherness.

Högberg (2016, 47) explains why the heritage sector needs to re-think its approach to ethnicity
and heritage:

A heritage sector that has ambitions to work inclusively and against xenophobia, but does not understand heri-
tage beyond essentialism, will not work in new ways. Instead, confirming old thoughts with new words, there is
actually a risk of contributing to xenophobia: by saying that who you are and what you are supposed to do
(origin – ethnos) matters more than who you want to be and what you actually do with heritage to create a
shared present and a shared future (process – demos).

Högberg’s insight into the risks associated with interpretation and perpetuating xenophobia sim-
ultaneously highlight the potential for archaeological interpretations to confront societal xenopho-
bia: by organizing archaeological projects (in our cases, community-based public archaeology
projects) around a heritage framework that utilizes a demos perspective, we can promote a
version of the past that builds individuals’ sense of democratic citizenship. Public archaeology is
uniquely situated to take advantage of this form of community building. Due to archaeology’s
cache within Western popular culture, attracting groups from a variety of backgrounds is relatively
easy, especially when done in collaboration with local community organizations (Holtorf 2009). In
our work, we mobilize this public interest to bring together non-traditional groups and present
interpretations of the past that emphasize individuals’ connections to place rather than their ethnic
connections to historic populations (for other forms of migrant place-making, see Soto 2016, 2017).
Because archaeology is a uniquely place-based discipline, our demos-derived interpretations offer a
middle ground in which it is possible to emphasize aspects of identity other than ethnicity.

Public archaeology and heritage

Public archaeology arose with the professionalization of archaeology as a discipline in the 1970s and
1980s (Merriman 2004, 3; Matsuda and Okamura 2011; see McGimsey 1972), although it was not until
the late 1990s that public archaeology developed into its modern form (Moshenska 2017, 5). Broadly
speaking, public archaeology is ‘any area of archaeological activity that interacted or had the poten-
tial to interact with the public’ (Schadla-Hall 1999, 147). Moshenska (2017, 6) recognizes seven distinct
forms of public archaeology, ranging from ‘popular’ archaeology to archaeology done by or with the
public, while Little (2012) recognizes three motivators that drive public archaeology: cultural resource
management (CRM), outreach and education to combat looting, and archaeology to solve social
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problems in communities. Our work utilizes Little’s third motivation: archaeology to solve social pro-
blems. However, all of these different forms of public archaeology are in use within the field today,
representing the variety of methods and approaches archaeologists are using to expand the reach of
their work.

But why do public archaeology with an eye towards addressing social ills? Matsuda and Okamura
(2011, 1) argue that archaeology has always appealed to people other than just archaeologists –
despite the fact that archaeologists long considered engaging with the public irrelevant for their
work (Little 2012). As archaeology has played a role in defining people’s collective identities, involving
the public (especially minority or under-represented groups) as collaborators in the process of heri-
tage development and decision-making provides these groups with more cultural agency while
removing professionals from positions as cultural brokers (Merriman 2004; Shackel and Chambers
2004, 2; Smith and Martin Wobst 2005; Little 2012). Organizing community archaeology projects in
this way can help to empower historically disenfranchised groups (McDavid 2004; Colwell-Chantha-
phonh and Ferguson 2006). However, even these forms of public archaeology can be harmful for
communities, as these approaches to public archaeology primarily can end up serving archaeology’s
needs, such as the need for increases in public support and stewardship, rather than the needs of the
communities in which projects are situated (McDavid 2010). Various public archaeologists have taken
these original goals of public archaeology even further, such as through an emphasis on a reflexive,
multivocal, and interactive archaeologies that emphasize the ‘process and results of doing this work
as part of an engaged social activism’ (McDavid 2010, 37; see Hodder 2000).

This collaborative and engaged approach to archaeology is important, at least in part, because it
provides a context for a broader discussion on heritage and opportunities for interactive heritage cre-
ation and the potential to use archaeology to address social problems (Shackel and Chambers 2004;
Stottman Jay 2010). In our own projects, archaeologists leverage their positions as ‘professionals’ and
the power of the authorized heritage discourse to argue for interpretations that advance inclusive
heritage narratives rather than exclusive ones (Smith 2006). Fundamentally, the framing of these con-
versations about topics of social concern crosses the boundary from archaeology into heritage.
Graham, Ashworth, and Tunbridge (2000, 17) define heritage as, ‘the part of the past which we
select in the present for contemporary purposes… the worth attributed to these artefacts rests
less in their intrinsic merit than in a complex array of contemporary values, demands, and even mor-
alities.’ Because we, as archaeologists, use archaeological interpretations to argue for the creation of
new perspectives on a region’s past, we are ultimately creating new heritage narratives. In our
examples, we intentionally introduced a heritage narrative that countered the standard narrative
for the area, thereby creating tension between the original and our re-interpretation. In creating
interpretations with the aid of the local community, we aim to create a ‘consumable’ heritage: one
that is created and negotiated through conversations and exchanges around an idea. Public archae-
ology, with its emphasis on collaboration and cooperative constructions of understandings of the
past, is the perfect venue to attempt this type of perspective change. In both cases, our re-interpret-
ations focused on integrating migration and migrants into the historical narrative. In re-framing the
heritage narrative as a story about place in our Swedish example, and a story about experiences
within a place in our US example, we hope to integrate migration into the larger heritage narrative
and normalize the relationship between heritage and migrants – thereby breaking down some of the
historical legacy of nationalism and exclusion that is inherent within heritage.

Case studies

Our two projects are based on Högberg’s demos perspective where the focus is not ethnicity or ethnic
heritage. Instead, we use heritage to create a relationship between the present inhabitants of the
place and the history of the place, with the aim to build a common future and a common sense
of belonging. In both cases, our excavations focused on working with teenagers, which added impor-
tant dimensions for growth as well as unique obstacles (see Smardz 2000).
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Vems historia?

The project Vems historia? (´Whose History?´) took place in a rural community in the municipality of
Ale in Western Sweden in 2013 and was led by the archaeologist Andreas Antelid. The aim of the
project was to question the preconceived notion that only the group of people who had an
ethnic heritage claim to the place could take ownership of the local history (Antelid and Synnestvedt
2016). Sweden, like many nations, has a history of linking historical presence to origin and ethos. Cul-
tural heritage management has traditionally played an important part in supporting this notion
(Högberg 2015, 49).

Cultural heritage management and archaeology in Sweden has a history of being influenced and
used by nationalistic movements in the nation building era of the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries. Gustafsson and Karlsson (2011) conclude that there always has been an influence from and
an influence on politics by cultural heritage management and archaeology. This bond is by no means
new or unique but always present. Sometimes it is easier to recognize, as in the context of Nazi
Germany, and sometimes the bond is more complicated. It is however crucial for cultural heritage
practitioners and archaeologists to be aware of the bond between archaeology and politics and
recognize its consequences.

Vems historia? took place in 2013 in a context where xenophobic tendencies were on the rise in
Sweden. The most apparent sign of this shift was the success of the ultra-right-wing party, the
Sweden Democrats (SD). SD’s primary platform agenda is immigration and integration policies.
The party is also interested in cultural heritage as a tool to build a sense of Swedishness that excludes
groups and people not viewed as ‘real’ Swedes. To achieve this, SD wants to redirect cultural heritage
focus towards a more nationalistic and culturally ‘clean’ practice, thereby effectively washing out mul-
ticultural tendencies that broaden the scope of cultural heritage to include all people in society (Nik-
lasson and Hølleland 2018, 5f).

In the national Swedish parliamentary election of 2013, SD entered parliament for the first time
with 5.7 percent of the votes. The following election, SD received 12.7 percent of the votes,
thereby illustrating the rise of nationalistic and xenophobic tendencies within Sweden and
people’s willingness to elect leaders with these attitudes.

Vems Historia? was a way to counteract these xenophobic tendencies and show how archaeology
can be used as an inclusive tool that embrace a wider definition of Swedishness and who is able to
participate in cultural heritage practices. The project focused on an archaeological excavation that a
group of young immigrants, who had recently moved in to the community, conducted. The project
leader gave an introduction to the local history of the place prior to the excavation. The site was
located at a small cottage that once housed families employed by a nearby manor house in the
early twentieth century.

The excavation took place during three rainy days in October 2013 and resulted in several finds
connected to the cottage and the time preceding it (see Figure 1). The teenagers interpreted the
finds and created an exhibition at local libraries where they presented new knowledge about the
local cultural heritage. By co-creating new knowledge about the site through excavations, the
group of migrant teenagers demonstrated that it is possible for new community members to contrib-
ute to local cultural heritage. Thus, we fulfilled the aim of the project. When asked in an subsequent
evaluation of the project if the youths felt that the history of the place they excavated felt like their
own history, some of them reflected that they obviously could not claim ownership of the events that
had taken place there prior to them arriving at the place, but that they could claim the written version
of these events as their own. In a way, this can be significant for all archaeological knowledge. It is not
possible to claim ownership of the actual events, one can only claim the narrative of these events.

Another episode that took place during the project that has relevance here is an encounter
between the excavating team of immigrant teenagers and a man who lived in the cottage at the
site as a child during the late 1930s and 1940s. To find out more about the cottage and to
perhaps get some interesting information about the finds of the excavation, we invited him to
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come and visit the archaeology group after the dig. This meeting was an interesting event and high-
lighted several of the issues that the project wanted to address. We organized the meeting as an
interview between the youths and the man. When talking about life during the 1940s, some of
the youths from Afghanistan and Somalia recognized the circumstances he described, such as the
lack of refrigerator, freezer, and other conveniences. Some aspects of the 75-year-old man’s child-
hood were very similar to the more recent living conditions of the teenagers. This seemed to
create a connection between them that they were not aware of before meeting each other,
because they could both relate to the place where the archaeological excavation had taken part
in the same way. The older ‘Swede’ had had personal childhood experiences at the place that
were similar to the teenagers’ personal experiences growing up in other countries. The connection
between the specific experience and the place made it possible for both to relate to the place,
however in different ways. It is also obvious that the place-experience connection made an impact
on all involved parties and their understanding of each other. The teenagers that could relate to
the older ‘Swede’s’ childhood experiences expressed that they couldn’t imagine that a 75-year-old
man from Sweden could relate to and understand anything about their childhood in Afghanistan
before this meeting, and the older man said the same about them (for more on deprivation and
the materiality of migration, see De León 2013).

Although the meeting between the youths and the older man was a mutually positive experience,
the project was not entirely without negative reactions. It was, for example, hard to engage the local
historical society in the project and some of the visitors of the final exhibition failed to see the
meaning of letting immigrants take part in the local heritage work and labelled the result as
‘naïve’ and ‘childish’ (Antelid and Synnestvedt 2016).

Vems Historia? shows how it is possible to connect a personal cultural heritage to the history of a
place. In this example, the teenagers could relate their personal experiences to events that had taken
place at this place several decades ago and thereby form a personal bond to the place. In this way,

Figure 1. A group of young immigrants excavating a square metre pit close to a cottage during the 2013 project Vems historia? in
the municipality of Ale, Sweden. Photo by Andreas Antelid.
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these migrant teenagers were able to form a closer, more personal connection to their new home
that could potentially extend to other aspects of their developing relationship with life in Sweden.

Anthracite Heritage Project summer mentorship programme

The Anthracite Heritage Project summer mentorship programme began in 2014 in order to start con-
versations about the treatment of immigrants in the anthracite coal mining region in the past and the
present. In the previous two decades, the USA has experienced intense racial tensions stemming from
a national uptick in xenophobic and nationalistic rhetoric and legislation. At the local level, this rheto-
ric culminated in the passage of a series of anti-immigrant ordinances in the town of Hazleton, Penn-
sylvania, in 2006. These ordinances, which were among the first blatantly discriminatory in the nation
but part of a rising tide nationally of anti-immigrant sentiment, were eventually found to be unen-
forceable and in violation of the US Constitution, but their intent – to provide a legal mechanism
by which to harass and intimidate migrants – was felt throughout Hazleton’s Latino community. In
an ironic twist, the native-born population that passed these anti-immigrant ordinances were them-
selves the descendants of migrants who had faced similarly dogged discriminatory treatment a
century prior (Shackel and Roller 2012; Longazel 2016). Feeling unwelcome and unwanted, many
Latinos, the majority of whom are American citizens, made plans to leave the town of 25,000,
while others sought to weather the political crisis and still others continued to arrive, replacing
those who had left (Matza 2016).

Using public archaeology as a platform, the archaeologists associated with each case study
sought to draw local teenagers from both the Latino and white populations into a mentorship pro-
gramme. High school students would work one-on-one with undergraduate and graduate student
‘mentors’ enrolled in the University of Maryland’s Archaeological Field Methods course. Because
the rates of college attendance for the Hazleton area are lower than state averages, we hoped
that mentors would provide the high school students with a glimpse into the variety of opportu-
nities available at college, relate their own experiences, and answer questions pertaining to college
admissions and life away from home (Shackel 2018). At the same time, we sought to start a con-
versation about the treatments of immigrants and direct students to think critically about the
rhetoric surrounding migrants in the past and how those lessons might also be useful in under-
standing modern rhetoric on migrants. The company towns of the anthracite region are the
perfect foil for conversations on the treatment of migrant groups because of the area’s long
history of transnational migration, ethnicity-based xenophobia, and labour heritage, topics which
are resurfacing today in alarming and ironic ways. Most importantly, the mentorship programme
created an opportunity for students begin to understand one another. The Hazleton area public
school has effectively self-segregated through the establishment of two school campuses: a
regular public school and the Hazleton Area Academy of Science, a public STEM-oriented
(Science, Technology, Engineering, Math) school that requires an entrance exam and has a waitlist
for admission.

The mentorship programme runs alongside the normal Archaeological Field Methods course and
takes place during the last three weeks of the course (see Figure 2). The first year of the programme
took place in Pardeesville, a former coal town, and the subsequent four years have taken place at
Eckley Miners’ Village Museum. Eckley Miners’ Village is a state-owned and operated outdoor
museum that interprets anthracite company town life at a former anthracite company town. In the
first year of the programme, we worked directly with local high schools to recruit students. In the
third year of the mentorship programme, the collaborations with the high schools expanded
through a partnership with the Hazleton Integration Project (HIP), a community-based non-profit.
HIP operates the Hazleton One Community Center, which provides after-school and extra-curricular
opportunities for all students, with an emphasis on providing opportunities for Latino children
(Shackel and Westmont 2016). Participation increased after the partnership with HIP was established,
with some students returning for multiple summers.
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Among the most poignant and impactful aspects of the programme were the conversations the
programme started between not only the Latino and white communities, but also between the stu-
dents and the area’s older residents who had grown up in these company town environments when
the mines were still active. Latino students and older residents shared personal stories about over-
crowded houses and dangerous and tenuous living conditions. Through these conversations
emerged a shared experience of labour abuses, economic deprivation, and social discrimination.
The archaeology and the conversations around it helped build a mutual understanding of the
lived experiences of the working class. For us as organizers, the platform that archaeology provided
to spur conversations on these topics was of secondary importance to the process of bringing these
otherwise segregated and opposing groups together to recognize their shared commonalities and
build greater respect as neighbours with equal claims to the region’s past.

The archaeology project also provided room for students to grow in unanticipated ways. One par-
ticipant told us at the end of his first week that this was the most time he had ever spent in ‘nature’ in
his entire life. He discovered a deep interest in bugs and eagerly questioned us about how ‘nature’
(referring to bugs, roots, rodents, and other bioturbation processes in addition to industrial decay and
abandonment) affected archaeological sites and our understanding of history. We had thought the
student, an immigrant himself, would feel most connected to the immigrant history; instead, he
developed a stronger connection to the area through experiencing the richness of the post-industrial
environment.

However, not everything went smoothly. Although the majority of feedback has been positive,
anger has also surfaced. One commenter was ‘disturbed’ that the archaeological interpretations
made reference to modern immigrants. Another said they supported our project, but asked us not
to describe Hazleton as xenophobic, despite the anti-immigrant ordinances (Shackel 2015, 10–11).
In another instance, a white participant was asked not to return because he used racial slurs when
referring to the Latino participants.

Figure 2. High school volunteers and undergraduate students at work during the 2014 Anthracite Heritage Project Summer
Mentorship Programme. Photo by Paul A. Shackel.
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Discussion

Although the countries, historical contexts, and migrant groups of our two projects are markedly
different, a synthesis of the lessons learned and approaches adopted can help public archaeology
to create new programmes that use archaeology as a platform with which to tackle today’s major
social problems. In this specific instance, despite having dramatically different immigration histories,
our two cases demonstrated the ability of changing how interpretations are presented – from an
ethnos to a demos perspective – can foster a new way of managing how certain minority groups,
such as migrants, relate to heritage and their place in it. Additionally, by shifting the framework as
a whole rather than adapting interpretations for each individual instance of community archaeology,
we believe that this approach can be applicable for a wider array of practitioners.

The value of this approach lies in the versatility of its applicability, which is demonstrated in the
variation of the contexts of our two projects. There are some important differences in the legacy of
migration between the two countries, which has impacted how nationalism has developed. In
Sweden, ethnic nationalism is formed around the concept of the Swede and Swedishness as
being the native cultural group of the nation. This perspective imagines there to be a straight line
between the ‘first Swedes’ that migrated to Sweden after the end of the last ice age and ethnically
‘pure’ Swedes today. This has of course been widely questioned and falsified with archaeological evi-
dence, but it has nevertheless formed the nationalistic discourse in Sweden. This narrative has led to
the view that immigration is a threat to the Swedishness among xenophobic nationalists.

The US relationship between migration and nationalism is different. Although immigration and
claims of being a ‘Nation of Immigrants’ abound in modern American culture, there have long
been discussion on who the ‘right’ immigrants were. National origin, ethnicity, race, religion, criminal
history, mother-tongue, and financial status, among others, were all attributes that could find immi-
grants unwelcome in the ‘Nation of Immigrants’ (Reimers 1998). However, for those English-speaking,
wealthy, white, Protestant, law-abiding few that arrived after the American Revolution, the USA could
hold more opportunities and greater freedoms. For those that did not meet that threshold, discrimi-
nation was a fact of life, especially for those that arrived during the migrant ‘waves’ of the nineteenth
century. Interestingly, migrants were largely free of direct ethnic discrimination by the second or third
generation as new migrant groups arrived and redirected nativist efforts and xenophobia. Therefore,
although a majority of (white) immigrants to the US faced cultural, social, and institutional challenges,
they could expect their children or grandchildren to be better integrated into society. In the USA,
unlike in Sweden, white migrants can expect acceptance as ‘Americans,’ although migrants who
do not meet the racial, ethnic, religious, and/or wealth barriers are often denied the same recognition.
Currently, Latino and Latino-appearing migrants and citizens are routinely targeted by xenophobic
and nationalistic rhetoric that uses terminology such as ‘flood,’ ‘invasion,’ ‘crisis,’ and ‘illegal’ and
accuse these groups of ruining American culture or taking more than their fair share (Chavez 2008).

Given the differences in migrants’ integration experiences and development of identities as cul-
tural or ethnic citizens in the USA versus in Sweden, the fact that this approach of using a demos per-
spective when conducting community archaeology projects worked in both instances is an important
observation. In our Swedish example, the deployment of ‘Swedishness’ as a qualification for relating
to or understanding local heritage acts as an exclusionary force when it comes to the creation of the
common cultural heritage; however, this type of exclusionary rhetoric was successfully combated by
demonstrating the similarities of experiences between migrants and ethnic Swedes, such as the
experience of growing up in a rural, non-electrified home. In the US example, demonstrating that
shared experiences in Northeastern Pennsylvania between the historic migration population and
the modern migrant population helped to overcome some of the divisions that xenophobia and
ethnic discrimination have wrought in the community. In both cases, we were able to use community
archaeological to relate the heritage of the specific place to the individual experiences of the teen-
agers that took part. Thus, it was possible to create a relationship between the place and the prac-
titioners that did not rely on kinship, blood and soil, or any other ethnos-relationship. The result
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indicates that community archaeology can be used as an inclusive tool to create relations between
individuals with different backgrounds and cultural heritage to a place where they live and/or operate
(see also Colomer 2013).

The differences in historical context and historical migration experience between our two case
studies demonstrate the strength of using community archaeology as a method to promote an
inclusive form of togetherness through heritage. This approach to community archaeology provides
practitioners with a new tool with which to affect social change. Beyond the shift of interpretation
from an ethnos perspective to a demos perspective, this method has three additional primary attri-
butes: acknowledging and negotiating the political nature of the work, incorporating local stake-
holders, and the specific aim to foster deeper connections to place and building a place-based
identity (rather than an ethnic identity).

What we propose is the adoption of a critical approach to community archaeology. Responding to
calls for a public archaeology that emphasizes engaged social activism, we propose a fundamental
shift in interpretive framework that would aid in helping minority communities see themselves as
members of a community because of their connections to place rather than their connections to pre-
vious people. This perspective is, inherently, a political one. When one considers the fact that archae-
ology is a practice that is constantly influenced by current political and social movements, it is not
difficult to see it as a tool and method to influence it in a desirable direction. It is, however, crucial
to do it in an open and aware manner so that the aim and purpose is apparent to all participants.
In order for this tool to be successful, an open acknowledgement of the political agendas motivating
the work should be discussed, negotiated, and refined with the input and active involvement of the
community.

Because archaeologists are often not personally connected to the communities in which we exca-
vate, having connections to local community organizations can help bolster interested in the project,
reach groups who might not identify as local culture bearers (such as immigrants), and help to better
incorporate the local community into the planning and execution of projects, including developing
research goals. Our local partnerships helped to solidify our standing within the community and
granted our interpretations a more impactful role.

The final aspect of this method is emphasizing the connection to place to help individuals build a
place-based identity. Archaeology provides participants with the unparalleled opportunity to literally
unearth new knowledge of a specific placés history. The physical process of personally interacting
with the past allows one to build a unique and personal connection, and by getting to know the
history of a place, one can develop a deeper relationship to that place. Perhaps one can compare
it to getting to know and understand a person better when you know their personal history and back-
ground. In the same way that you relate another person’s background to your own and find simi-
larities that make you understand that other person in another way, it is perhaps possible to
achieve the same result between an individual and a place through archaeology. By relating your per-
sonal cultural heritage to the cultural heritage of a place, you form a bond of the two entities that can
be translated to a sort of sense of place. This can potentially help individuals build more personal and
meaningful relationships with their surroundings.

Conclusion

We encourage the use of community archaeology as a tool in the process of integrating new minority
members into a community and as a way to counteract heritage as a means of exclusion. This calls for
an awareness and recognition among archaeologists and other heritage practitioners of the political
dimensions of our trade and the acceptance of the fact that our practice has political implications. By
recognizing the political dimension it is possible to explore how our practice can be used to influence
communities to be more including and socially sustainable.

When properly framed, public archaeology can be a force for reckoning with the historical exclu-
sivity of archaeological interpretations. Our projects illustrate the ways that public archaeology can
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be a means for encouraging integration efforts by providing migrants with a sense of belonging.
Archaeological narratives have the potential to change identities derived from heritage from
people-focused to ones that are place-focused instead. This shift in emphasis can be used to integrate
disparate populations through encouraging collaborative and inclusive versions of the past. If public
archaeologists can successfully demonstrate the ability of archaeology to bring people together to
overcome their social differences and see each other as equals with equal claims to an area’s heritage,
as we sought to do in our work, the value of heritage will be upgraded for society’s purposes.
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