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Eutopians
in the middle.
Our proposed methodology
for translating knowledge into use.
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The first working paper introduced HOP, the methodology we built for cultur‐

al heritage. This one steps back to describe the construction method we

used to build HOP, used again for WWM, and are using now for THE SOURCE.
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What this paper is.
This is the second working paper that Eutopia publishes on its methodological work. The first,

released in 2026, was titled  HOP. Far parlare il patrimonio, and described a methodology for

the valorisation of cultural heritage that we built and validated between 2023 and 2025 inside

a Creative Europe cooperation project. That paper answered a specific question: how do you

make stones under glass speak. This paper answers a different and broader question: what is

the discipline we used to build HOP, how have we used it again to build a second methodo‐

logy, and how are we using it now to build a third.

The paper is written for the directors of organizations that hold specialist knowledge and want

to make it travel. Museum directors, theatre directors, environmental educators, public health

communicators, cultural foundations, NGOs working with municipalities and schools. The paper

is written for funders who recognise that the gap between specialist domains and the publics

who could use them is a problem of structure, and that closing it requires methods. The paper

is  written for  researchers  and methodologists  who work on knowledge translation,  science

communication, public engagement, and knowledge brokering, and who may find in our work

something useful for theirs.

The paper does one thing. It describes the construction method we use at Eutopia to build

methodologies  of  translation,  and  shows how that  construction  method has  produced two

complete methodologies,  HOP and WWM, and is currently producing a third,  THE SOURCE.

All three sit at the intersection of a specialist domain and a public that does not naturally en‐

gage with it. All three were built with the same architecture and the same construction meth‐

od, even though their operational tools look quite different from one another. The lesson, if

there is one, is that the architecture and the construction method are reproducible, and the

operational tools should not be.

This paper is not a manual. The two completed methodologies are documented in their own

right, with their own working papers and toolkits, all freely available on associazioneeuto‐

pia.org. This paper sits at a level above them, as the description of the laboratory

rather than of the products.
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A failure pattern across
domains.
Imagine three scenes.

A senior epidemiologist holds a press conference about an emerging respiratory pathogen. She

speaks for forty minutes, with rigour. Her sentences are loaded with terms of art, conditional

probabilities, age-stratified risks. The journalists in the room transcribe what they can. The

headlines the next day capture none of the qualifications and most of the alarm, and the public

spends the following weeks oscillating between dismissal and panic. The epidemiologist is in‐

terviewed again the week after, frustrated. Her information was correct. The translation failed.

A municipal museum invites a respected theatre company to develop a piece “connected to

the local heritage”. The company spends six months in residency. They produce a one-hour

monologue, performed in costume, on a fictional figure loosely inspired by an early-modern

guildsman. The audiences applaud politely. The museum director is left with a successful theat‐

rical event that has nothing recognisable to do with the museum’s collection, and a collection

that is no closer to the public than it was before. The artists did good theatre. The translation

failed.

A regional theatre runs a focus group on accessibility for performers and audiences with disab‐

ilities. Twenty experts in the room: artistic directors, disabled artists, sign-language interpret‐

ers, accessibility researchers, policy makers. The morning opens with a forty-minute institution‐

al welcome, followed by a forty-minute slide presentation of the project. The afternoon pro‐

duces a “wide-ranging discussion” dominated by three voices. The closing report concludes

that “a strong consensus emerged on the need to continue the dialogue”. The dialogue did not

begin. The translation failed.

Three different sectors. Three different sets of professionals, each excellent at their own work.

Three different  kinds of  knowledge that  the world  urgently  needed to  put  into  use.  Three

failures with the same shape.

The standard explanation for this pattern is sociological. Specialists are bad at communicating

with non-specialists, the explanation runs, because they have been trained to communicate

with each other. Their training rewards precision over accessibility, depth over reach, peer re‐

cognition over public legibility. To bridge the gap, the standard remedy adds a translation layer

at the end of the chain: a press officer, a public engagement team, a science communicator, a

journalist embedded in the project. The translation layer is asked to take the specialist content
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and reformulate it for a public audience. The output is, more often than not, the same kind of

failure in slightly different clothes.

Our diagnosis is structurally different. The translation gap does not close with a translator ad‐

ded at the end of the chain. Style and vocabulary are surface features of the problem. The gap

is a problem of cooperation between specialist communities that hold incompatible models of

what counts as truth, what counts as a story, and what counts as a successful encounter with a

public. The epidemiologist and the journalist do not agree on what a fact is. The historian and

the playwright do not agree on what a character is. The accessibility researcher and the artistic

director do not agree on what an audience is. Adding a press officer to the chain does not

produce agreement. It only gives the disagreement a more polished surface.

A method that closes the translation gap has to operate before the disagreement becomes in‐

visible. It has to set up the conditions under which the historian, the playwright, the accessibil‐

ity researcher and the artistic director can recognise their disagreements, name them, and

work through them around a concrete object that they can all see and touch. This is what Euto‐

pia has been building methods for. The next section says what kind of object that is.
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Shared practice as a translation
device.
Imagine a builder and her assistant on a construction site. The builder calls out, “Bring me a

slab.” The assistant brings the right stone. They have not exchanged definitions, and they have

not agreed on terminology beforehand. The communication works because the two share a

practice of building, and the word “slab” finds its meaning inside that practice. This is the

thought experiment Wittgenstein places near the opening of his  Philosophical Investigations,

and  it  is  the  most  useful  single  image  we  have  found  for  explaining  what  a  translation

methodology does in practice.

The  cultural  heritage  sector,  the  performing  arts  sector,  environmental  education,  public

health: each of them suffers from a recurrent breakdown of communication between specialists

and the publics they would like to reach. The standard remedy is to translate the vocabulary.

Simplify the jargon, add a glossary, rewrite the press release in plain language. The remedy

fails because vocabulary is the surface of the problem. What is missing is the shared practice.

A historian and a storyteller can use the word “narrative” and mean two incompatible things by

it, and a polite evening of cooperation can produce a deliverable that neither would defend in

private. They do not have a slab to point at.

Bruno Latour, working from a different starting point, arrived at a structurally similar diagnosis.

Translation, for Latour, is what happens when an actor in one network reformulates a problem

in terms that allow another network to engage with it. Translation is a labor of mediation, and

the labor produces specific objects: a contract, a diagram, a prototype, a draft. Donna Haraway

puts the same insight in a more uncompromising form. All knowledge is situated, and there is

no view from nowhere. To make knowledge travel between situated communities, one has to

build the conditions under which a partial perspective can be deliberately shared, which means

building the artifacts that hold the partial perspective in place long enough for someone else to

engage with it.

A methodology of translation is the device that produces the slab. Its function is to give two

or more specialist communities, together with the publics they wish to reach, a concrete

object around which they can build a shared practice. 

The  HOP Canvas  was  a  slab  when  the  historian,  the  storyteller  and  the  user-experience

designer in our partner organizations sat down to fill it together. The WWM Canvas was a slab

when the artistic directors, the disabled artists and the policy researchers worked through it
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during the Ideathon in Cattolica. Other slabs could have been built for those domains. These

are  the  ones  we  built,  validated  through  real  production,  and  released  for  others  to  use.

Without a slab, cooperation between specialists collapses into goodwill,  and goodwill  on its

own has never produced a translation worth having.
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Three pillars, three transversal
clusters.
Every methodology of translation that we have built, and every one we have plans to build,

rests on the same architectural diagram. Three vertical pillars, each of which corresponds to a

specific kind of  competence that  must  be present  in  the work.  Three transversal  clusters,

which describe the qualities that allow the three pillars to cooperate without dissolving into

compromise. The diagram is simple to draw. The work consists in turning it into a practice.

The three pillars

The first pillar is what we have learned to call domain truth. It is the competence that holds

the  work  accountable  to  the  evidence  available  in  the  specialist  field  that  anchors  the

methodology. In HOP, the domain is cultural heritage, and the competence is what historians,

archaeologists, and anthropologists do for a living: they identify primary sources, distinguish

documented fact from interpretive reconstruction, trace the chain of evidence behind every

claim, and declare what is uncertain when it is uncertain. In WWM, the domain is accessibility

in the performing arts, and the competence is shared between disability scholars, disabled

artists,  and accessibility researchers,  who collectively know what an accessible programme

actually requires and where the conventional wisdom is wrong. In THE SOURCE, our newest

methodology in construction, the domain is European water heritage and the broader question

of how communities relate to water under climate change. The competence is held by histori‐

ans of urban water infrastructure, environmental scientists, and the local custodians of historic

fountains. The principle is the same across the three. The work must defer to evidence in its

domain, and the methodology must build that deference into its operations.

The second pillar is narrative translation. It is the competence that turns specialist content

into a form that a public can engage with. Storytellers, screenwriters, dramaturgs, narrative

journalists, podcast producers, copywriters with experience in non-fiction. They know how a

character is built, what a conflict needs to be visible, how an arc holds tension, how tone and

register  communicate.  Storytellers  and  historians  are  different  professionals,  with  different

training and different responsibilities. A historian asked to write a screenplay produces lecture

in disguise. A screenwriter asked to verify sources produces fiction with a date attached. The

methodology has to keep the two professional cultures distinct and put them in productive

collaboration around a concrete object.
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The third pillar is user experience. It is the competence that shapes the encounter between

the public and the produced object. UX designers, service designers, scenographers, light de‐

signers, museographers, audience development specialists. They know how to define a target

group with precision rather than slogans, how to design synchronous experiences (a guided

tour, a live performance, a workshop) and asynchronous experiences (a podcast episode, a

self-guided walk, a digital archive), how to measure what happened, and how to iterate. The

pillar exists because the best content in the world reaches no one if the experience around it

has not been designed for someone specific.

The three transversal clusters

Above these three pillars sit three transversal clusters of skill. They do not belong to any one

pillar. They keep the three pillars working together.

The  first  cluster  is  cooperation.  The  capacity  to  mediate  between  specialist  languages

without forcing one to dominate. The patience to build a shared vocabulary that all three pillars

can speak. The honesty to recognise when the cooperation has stopped working and to fix it

before the deliverable papers over the failure.

The second cluster is mediation. Cooperation, when the work is real, breaks down regularly.

Mediation is the skill of repairing the breakdowns: surfacing the conflict, separating the sub‐

stantive disagreement from the personality clash, finding the agreement that exists under‐

neath the apparent stalemate. It is closer to a craft than a method, and it is what allows a

difficult cooperation to outlast its difficult moments.

The third cluster is adaptability. The methodologies we build are released, and once they are

released, other organizations apply them in contexts we did not imagine. Adaptability is the

skill of helping those organizations adjust the methodology to their context without losing what

makes it work. It is also the skill that we apply to ourselves. Every iteration of our methodology

has changed the methodology, and we have learned to treat the change as a feature, not a

sign of weakness.

The diagram looks deceptively simple. Three pillars, three clusters, nine boxes total if one were

to draw it. The work of building a methodology consists in turning each of those boxes into a

concrete  practice  that  real  people  can  execute.  The  boxes  do  not  change  from  one

methodology to the next. The practices do.
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What changes, what stays.
If the architecture of three pillars and three transversal clusters is invariant, the operational

tools that an Eutopia methodology produces are not. They cannot be. Each domain we have

worked in has asked us specific questions, and the tools have been designed to answer those

specific questions, rather than to fit a fixed template. A methodology that imposed the same

Canvas on every domain would be making the mistake we warned against in our first working

paper, where we spent considerable time explaining why nobody should start a heritage pro‐

ject from “we want a podcast”. A working method should start from the questions, and the

questions are local.

The simplest way to show this is to place the operational layer of  HOP and the operational

layer of WWM side by side.

HOP WWM

Domain Tangible and intangible cultural
heritage

Accessibility in the performing arts

Public Heritage visitors and learners Disabled artists, audiences, programming
organizations

Planning tool HOP Canvas. Nine cells.
Ordered: sources, then audi‐
ence, then format

WWM Canvas. Eight cells. Ordered: prob‐
lems, then solutions, then feasibility

Production tool HOP Story Template. Four parts.
Historicity principle on every
field

No separate artifact. Production happens
during the Ideathon itself

Assessment tool Quality Assessment Protocol.
Four criteria, five-level scale,
anti-bias rule, mandatory follow-
up

No formal protocol. The output is a ten-
word synthesis and a five-minute pitch in
plenary

Validation cohort Four partners across Italy, Bul‐
garia, Croatia, North Macedonia.
Sixty-three stories assessed

Six partners across Italy, Spain, Portugal,
Greece, Serbia, Germany. Three iterations,
six operational challenges in the final ses‐
sion

Workshop
format

HOP Workshop. Multi-session
production work

TEDx morning plus Ideathon afternoon

E U T O P I A N S  I N  T H E  M I D D L E    ·   E U T O P I A 9

https://www.associazioneeutopia.org/progetti-europei/hop/
https://www.associazioneeutopia.org/progetti-europei/wwm/


The differences are not cosmetic. HOP needed a Story Template because heritage stories re‐

quire a verifiability discipline that takes weeks and several research sessions to install. WWM

did not need one because an Ideathon is a different beast entirely: the planning tool and the

production tool are the same artifact, executed under time pressure, in a single afternoon, with

the team that will own the result. Imposing a Story Template on WWM would have made the

methodology heavier without making the work better. Imposing an Ideathon format on  HOP

would have produced exactly the fast, weak storytelling that the Quality Assessment Protocol

exists to catch.

What stays invariant across the two methodologies is everything that sits above the operation‐

al layer. The three pillars dictate which competencies must coexist for the work to succeed.

The three transversal clusters dictate the mediation skills that hold the cooperation together.

The construction method, which we describe in the next section, dictates how we go from a do‐

main question to a validated and released toolkit. Below this layer, the tools are negotiable.

Above it, they are not.
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How we build a method.
A methodology of translation does not arrive complete. It is constructed, iterated, validated,

and released. The construction method we use at Eutopia is itself a method, and we describe it

here because it is the part of our work that other organizations have asked about most often.

The five steps below describe what we do, in the order in which we do it.

The first step is to identify the domain and the public. The domain is the specialist field

whose knowledge needs to travel. The public is the group, defined as concretely as possible,

that should be reached. “Cultural heritage and the general public” is not a domain and a pub‐

lic. “Tangible and intangible heritage in four small and mid-sized cities, and the residents of

those cities who do not currently visit  museums” is.  The specificity of  the pairing dictates

everything that follows. A vague pairing produces a vague methodology, which fails on first

contact with reality.

The second step is to design a first version of the architecture for the domain. This is

the moment when the three pillars and the three transversal clusters are translated into the

specific practices that the methodology will require. Which competence anchors the domain

truth? Which professional cultures will hold the narrative translation? Which user experience

will the methodology produce, synchronous or asynchronous, individual or collective, paid or

free? Who will hold the cooperation between the pillars? At the end of this step we have a dia‐

gram that looks generic and a set of operational sketches that look like a methodology. The

sketches will not survive contact with the work, and that is fine.

The third  step is  iterative  validation  through real  production  with  multi-country

partners. We do not validate on simulations or on workshops with friendly audiences. We val‐

idate inside a real project, with real partners from at least three countries, who use the draft

methodology to produce real outputs that have to stand up to external evaluation. This is the

slow step. It typically takes between twelve and twenty-four months of cooperative work, and it

always reveals weaknesses that we did not anticipate. The first iteration of  HOP produced

sixty-three  stories  and  a  methodology  that  we  had  thought  was  complete.  The  validation

showed that the four evaluators had not been calibrated, that the five-level scale had been

used in three different ways across the cohort, and that the cooperation skills required at the

institutional level had been underspecified. The first iteration of WWM, in Mérida in early 2025,

produced a useful map of the territory and a focus group format that did not yet generate op‐

erational outputs. The next iteration in Lisbon in late 2025 produced reflections deeper than

the first, and a format that still did not generate plans. The third iteration in Cattolica in early

2026 produced six concrete operational challenges and the workshop format we now release.
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Each iteration declared its  own limit,  openly,  in  writing.  Without  that  declaration the next

iteration cannot be designed.

The fourth step is to declare the limits. This sounds like an editorial choice and is in fact a

methodological  one.  A methodology that hides its  weaknesses cannot be improved by the

people who pick it up later. Our working papers report what did not work, what we did not cal‐

ibrate, what we underestimated, what we will do differently next time. The first HOP working

paper says, in print, that the four evaluators were not calibrated before they began, with the

result that the five-level scale was used heterogeneously across the cohort. The WWM materi‐

als say that the Mérida focus group produced opinions instead of plans, and that the Lisbon fo‐

cus group produced reflections instead of action. These declarations cost nothing in credibility

and gain a great deal. The methodology travels with its limits attached, which is the only way

for someone else to apply it without repeating our mistakes.

The fifth step is to release the toolkit and offer accompanied workshops. Every meth‐

odology we build is released under Creative Commons CC BY-SA 4.0. The Canvas, the tem‐

plates, the protocols, the working papers themselves. Anyone can download them, use them,

adapt them, and distribute them, with the only obligation to attribute the source and to release

derivative work under the same licence. The release is not a marketing gesture. It is the mo‐

ment when the methodology stops being ours and becomes a public good. In parallel, we offer

a workshop format for organizations that want to apply the methodology with our accompani‐

ment. The workshop is the part of our work that is paid; the methodology itself is free. We have

found that the two complement one another. Free release builds trust and reach. The accom‐

panied workshop builds the depth and the discipline that a single download cannot install.

These five steps describe a method. The order is binding, the duration is variable, the opera‐

tional  tools  are  domain-specific.  The  construction  method  is  what  stays  the  same  when

everything else changes. It is the part of our work that is most clearly a method in the strict

sense of the word.
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HOP, WWM, THE SOURCE.
We have used the construction method twice, fully, and we are using it a third time at the mo‐

ment of writing this paper. The three instantiations sit at three different stages of the same

process.  HOP is  complete  and  released.  WWM is  com‐

plete in its first stable form and released. THE SOURCE is at the start of the second step.

HOP. History of People.

Cultural heritage, both tangible and intangible, in small and mid-sized European cities. The

methodology was built and validated between September 2023 and December 2025 inside a

Creative Europe cooperation project (Grant Agreement n. 101098484). The four partners

(Italy, Bulgaria, Croatia, North Macedonia) co-produced sixty-three heritage stories, evaluated

by a four-person team using a four-criteria, five-level Quality Assessment Protocol with mandat‐

ory follow-up for stories scoring at the lowest level. The toolkit released includes the HOP Can‐

vas (nine cells, ordered with sources before story and audience before format), the HOP Story

Template  (four  parts,  with  the  historicity  principle  on  every  field),  the  Quality  Assessment

Protocol, and the  HOP Workshop. The validation declared one principal limit: the evaluators

had  not  been  calibrated  before  they  began,  with  the  result  that  the  scale  was  applied

heterogeneously across the cohort. The next iteration of HOP, currently being negotiated, will

begin with a calibration session as the first methodological step.

WWM. We Want More.

Accessibility in the performing arts, with a particular focus on disabled artists, audiences and

programming organizations. The methodology was built and validated between February 2025

and February 2026 inside a Creative Europe cooperation project led by Eutopia (Grant Agree‐

ment n. 101173561). The six partners (Italy, Spain, Portugal, Greece, Serbia, Germany) co-

developed a focus group methodology through three iterations: Mérida in February 2025, Lis‐

bon in September 2025, Cattolica in February 2026. The first iteration mapped the territory

and produced opinions. The second iteration introduced small mixed groups and produced re‐

flections. The third iteration introduced a TEDx-style morning, an Ideathon afternoon, and the

WWM Canvas,  and produced six  concrete  operational  challenges  with  detailed  plans.  The

toolkit released includes the WWM Canvas (eight cells, ordered with problems before solutions

and feasibility as the closing test), six principles of facilitation, and three workshop formats

(the half-day Ideathon, the two-to-three-hour workshop, the one-and-a-half-hour internal team

session). The validation declared one principal limit: the methodology has been tested only in
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the performing arts, and its transferability to other cultural sectors with comparable accessibil‐

ity challenges (museums, libraries, festivals) remains a hypothesis to test in subsequent work.

THE SOURCE. Guardians of the Source.

European water heritage, with a focus on historic fountains as access points to environmental

sustainability  and civic  participation.  The  methodology  is  at  the  start  of  construction.  The

Creative Europe cooperation project began in late 2025 (Grant Agreement n. 101255510),

led by Development of Social Capital in Ruse, Bulgaria, with partners in Croatia, Spain and Italy.

The domain pairing is unusually sharp. A tangible heritage element (the historic fountain) that

is also a contemporary infrastructure question (water as a common resource under climate

stress) addressed to a public that is both civic (residents of the partner cities) and generational

(young people in particular). The construction work over the next two years will  produce a

European database of fountains, four local pilot projects, a network of partner organizations,

and the first version of the methodology itself. We anticipate that the architecture (three pil‐

lars, three transversal clusters) will hold without modification, and that the operational tools

will be different from those of HOP and WWM. The fountains domain combines historical re‐

search, environmental sciences, and participatory practice in ways that neither of the previous

two methodologies had to handle, and we expect that combination to dictate its own toolkit.

The three together describe a research programme rather than a portfolio. Each instantiation is

a real project for the partner organizations involved and a methodological case for Eutopia. The

construction method runs across all three. The architecture runs across all three. The opera‐

tional tools differ across all three. The releases accumulate into a public library of translation

methodologies that other organizations can pick up and adapt.
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What Eutopia is.
Eutopia is a cultural association based in San Benedetto del Tronto, on the Adriatic coast of

central Italy. We describe ourselves on our website as a Laboratorio R&D, a research and devel‐

opment laboratory. The phrase is more accurate than it might first appear. We are a small or‐

ganization that builds methodologies of translation between specialist knowledge and the pub‐

lics that could use it, validates those methodologies through Creative Europe cooperation pro‐

jects with partners across the continent, releases the resulting toolkits under open licences,

and offers accompanied workshops to organizations that want to apply them.

HOP was the first methodology we built. WWM is the second. THE SOURCE is the third, and

at the time this paper goes to press, the most recent project on our agenda. Each is a com‐

plete methodology in its own right, with its own working paper, its own operational toolkit, and

its  own declared limits.  Each was built  by  the same construction method,  which we have

described in this paper for the first time.

We have written this paper at this moment because we believe the construction method is now

stable enough to be named. Two completed methodologies are a small evidence base. Two

completed methodologies  plus  a  third  in  construction,  with  the same architecture and the

same construction steps producing different operational tools in different domains, begin to be

a real one. The next two years will tell us whether the discipline holds beyond the two domains

we have worked in so far. THE SOURCE is the test.

If the test goes as we expect, Eutopia will continue to be what it has been since the founding. A

small group of people who stand in the middle, between specialists who hold knowledge and

publics who could use it, and who build the slabs that allow the two communities to share a

practice.  The location is  unfashionable.  The work is  unhurried.  The releases are open. The

methodology is for use.

“The meaning of a word is its use in the language.” 

LUDWIG WIT TGENSTEIN — PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS
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A laboratory standing in the middle,
between specialist knowledge and
the publics who could use it.
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