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ABSTRACT 

This thesis examines the impact of the democratic promises of Internet 

communication technologies, social, and participatory media on the practice of 

public archaeology. It is focused on work within archaeological organisations in 

the UK working in commercial archaeology, higher education, local authority 

planning departments and community settings, as well the voluntary 

archaeology sector. This work has taken an innovative approach to the subject 

matter through its use of a Grounded Theory method for data collection and 

analysis, and the use of a combination of online surveys, case studies and email 

questionnaires in order to address the following issues: the provision of 

authoritative archaeological information online; barriers to participation; policy 

and organisational approaches to evaluating success and archiving; community 

formation and activism, and the impact of digital inequalities and literacies.  

This thesis is the first overarching study into the use of participatory media in 

archaeology. It is an important exploration of where and how the profession is 

creating and managing digital platforms, and the expanding opportunities for 

networking and sharing information within the discipline, against a backdrop of 

rapid advancement in the use of Internet technologies within society. This work 

has made significant contributions to debates on the practice and impact of 

public archaeology. It has shown that archaeologists do not yet fully understand 

the complexities of Internet use and issues of digital literacy, the impact of 

audience demographics or disposition towards participation in online projects.  

It has shown that whilst recognition of democratic participation is not, on the 

whole, undertaken through a process of actively acknowledging responses to 

archaeological information, there remains potential for participatory media to 

support and accommodate these ideals.  

This work documents a period of great change within the practice of archaeology 

in the UK, and concludes with the observation that it is vital that the discipline 

undertake research into online audiences for archaeological information if we 

are to create sustainable digital public archaeologies. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Introduction 

This thesis will examine the impact of Internet technologies on the practice of 

public archaeology within professional archaeological communities working in 

commercial archaeology, higher education, local authority planning departments 

and community settings, as well the voluntary archaeology sector in the UK. To 

explore this issue, it examines the role and activities of archaeological 

organisations using Internet platforms for public engagement; audiences, 

participation and communities in online archaeology, and the impact of digital 

inequalities on the audiences for archaeological information. It will assess 

relationships within archaeological social networks that are theoretically linked 

with social capital and weak ties (Loury 1977; Loury 1981; Bourdieu 1984; 

Bourdieu 1986; Coleman 1988; Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992; Putman 1995; 

Putman 2001). It uses the social media platform of Twitter1 as a testing ground, 

as well as the online public archaeology blogging project, the Day of 

Archaeology.2 It will explore, both theoretically and empirically, how the impact 

of online interactions and online communities affect the concept of 

archaeological expertise and authority (Kojan 2008; Pyburn 2009; Rassool 

2010). It will discuss current attitudes within the professional and voluntary 

archaeological sectors towards participation and public engagement through 

digital technologies, and critically examine the relative importance of social 

media technologies for the practice of public archaeology in the UK. 

The advances made within the technologies that power the Internet over the 

past two decades have fundamentally and irrevocably changed the landscape 

and format of information sharing and of human interaction (Lievrouw 2004; 

Haddon 2006; Silverstone 2006; Thomas-Jones 2010; Lievrouw 2012; Thumin 

2012). There has been a critical cultural shift in Internet use (Lievrouw 2012; 

                                                           
1
 Twitter website: https://twitter.com/ 

2
 Day of Archaeology project website: http://www.dayofarchaeology.com/ 
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Thumim 2012). From being dominated by static websites reached by search 

engines facilitating information-seeking behaviour, the Internet has developed to 

encompass community-building, public participation and information sharing 

and creation - what has been termed “Web 2.0”, or social networking (O’Reilly 

2005; Flew 2008; Shirkey 2008; Hogan & Quann-Hasse 2010; Thumim 2012). 

These participatory platforms can challenge the conventional models of 

information sharing, knowledge ownership and distribution through traditional 

broadcast media such as print newspapers, radio and television. Access to 

participatory platforms has also supported and encouraged citizen journalism, 

facilitated new forms and locations for political dissent, supported community 

discussion, and promoted self-representation, as well as eased interactions 

between institutions and the public (Bennett & Segerburg 2011; Bennett & 

Segerburg 2012; Castells 2012). 

Though inequalities of access to Internet technologies exist and radical 

technological evangelism has, it has been argued, run its course (O'Neil 2009; 

Lanier 2010; Morozov 2011; Juel 2012; Lievrouw 2012), the rapid evolution of 

digital technologies has transformed the nature of information exchange. The 

expansion of the World Wide Web and the advent of participatory media have 

accompanied a decrease in the price of computer equipment and mobile 

smartphones, the increasing ubiquity of mobile devices to access the Internet 

through mobile broadband and public Wi-Fi, and the development of free and 

open source software (Naughton 2000; Shirkey 2008; Lovnik 2011; Lievrouw 

2012; Elton & Carey 2013; Fuchs 2013). New social media platforms and 

methods through which to communicate online are constantly in development 

(Lovnik 2011; Naughton 2012; Rainie & Wellman 2012). Expectations of, and 

opportunities for, democratic, social, collaborative and individual participation 

and interaction with cultural heritage have grown accordingly (Missikoff 2006; 

Joyce & Tringham 2007; Waterton 2010a; Colwell-Chanthaphonh et al 2011; 

Bonacchi 2012; Richardson 2013). However, through a lack of access to 

computers, socio-economic inequalities, a lack of skills or experience with 

Information Technology, geographical location in areas without fast broadband 
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infrastructure, a significant number of people in the UK are marginalised from 

access to the Internet (Office for National Statistics 2012b; Oxford Internet 

Institute 2012). It is naïve to imagine that the Internet will reach the 

“economically and technologically disenfranchised” (McDavid 2004, 164) until 

the price of equipment and software, alongside fast cheap Internet access, is 

within reach of the majority of the population. 

As Watson and Waterton have noted, a heritage sector that understands the 

benefits of engagement with the public will be better able to influence and direct 

public support for their own roles and “arcane” interests (2010, 1). As a broad 

subject, archaeology has enjoyed an increased popular interest through many 

media and as a volunteer activity. There is a greater public demand for 

participation in amateur archaeology as a hobby, and the Council for British 

Archaeology has recorded over 215,000 people in the UK who are active in 

heritage, history or archaeology volunteer groups - a figure which has more than 

doubled since the last CBA survey of community archaeology in 1985-6, when 

100,000 people were judged to be involved in community archaeology groups in 

the UK (Council for British Archaeology 2010, 12). Professional archaeological 

organisations are increasingly encouraged, if not required, to disseminate their 

grey literature reports through organisations such as the Archaeological Data 

Service (ADS) (2014), as well as through online publications, educational 

resources, data-sets, images and other archaeological informatics via the 

Internet. This work often takes place as part of mandatory outputs for grant 

funding, impact assessment and public accountability (Department for 

Communities and Local Government 2012; Heritage Lottery Fund 2013a; 

Institute for Archaeologists 2014a). 

Although advances in scholarly study of public archaeology, both as practice and 

theory, have been made in recent years (Schadla-Hall et al 2010; Matsuda & 

Okamura 2011; Skeates et al 2012; The Public Archaeology Group 2013), there 

remains an open question as to the form and function of digital methods of 

presenting and creating public archaeology, in theory and in practice. This area 

of public archaeology has been the subject of a growing amount of research 
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(McDavid 1997; McDavid 1998; McDavid 2004; Joyce & Tringham 2007; 

Richardson 2009; García-Raso 2011; Kansa et al 2011; Beale 2012; Dufton & 

Eve 2012; Bonacchi 2012; Harris 2012; Morgan & Eve 2012; Pett & Bonacchi 

2012; Purser 2012; Richardson 2012a; Bauer 2013; Richardson 2013), and this 

thesis aims to further illuminate the current state and future direction of digital 

public archaeology projects and practice, with a specific focus on the work of 

archaeological organisations in the UK. 

This thesis offers an original contribution to knowledge through the examination 

of the current use of Internet-enabled technologies as part of a toolkit for 

knowledge-sharing and participation in online archaeology. It is a unique 

examination of the current use of these social media platforms for the 

encouragement and support of intra-disciplinary networking and community 

building, and as a method and methodology for engaging the general public, 

with wider archaeological and heritage issues. The contributions made through 

this research to the existing literature are congruent with the sorts of questions it 

was possible to ask as a qualitative researcher using web surveys and Internet 

communications as the primary means of data collection. This thesis significantly 

extends the debate surrounding the theory and practice of public archaeology 

online, and draws on concepts and practice from other associated disciplines. It 

provides practical information for current users and future adopters of digital 

technologies in public and community archaeology, as well as the wider heritage 

sector, on best practice for undertaking public archaeology online. 

This thesis has focused on five distinct sub-sections of the archaeological sector, 

chosen because they represent the only disciplinary areas where public 

archaeology work is undertaken in the UK. These are: commercial, development-

driven, archaeological companies (some of which are also registered as 

educational trusts); the voluntary sector, which encompasses community, local 

and regional archaeology and heritage groups and societies; public engagement 

projects organised and run by the archaeology departments in universities and 

other higher education institutions; public archaeology projects within local 

government archaeology provision (as part of the local government curatorial 
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role, or as part of local authority community archaeology projects), Historic 

Environment Records (HER),3 archives or museums provision; and Heritage 

Lottery Funded (HLF) projects (which may often be embedded within one of the 

above organisational settings, but will be considered separately for the purposes 

of this research). This research also considers the practice of digital public 

archaeology within the context of the national public engagement and widening 

participation agenda supported by the current coalition government, the work of 

the National Co-ordinating Centre for Public Engagement (NCCPE),4 and the 

HLF,5 as well as other UK-based funding bodies for heritage. 

The source material for this thesis includes the use of websites, blogs, online 

discussion forums and email lists, Facebook groups and pages, Twitter, online 

photo management and sharing sites such as Picasa and Flickr, online video 

sites, and tools for sharing text, publications, and presentations. It will also 

briefly explore the use of mobile phone applications and the impact of public 

access to online archaeological databases, such as HER and the Portable 

Antiquities Scheme (PAS).6 It will consider issues within the archaeological 

profession relating to Open Access and open publishing enabled through Internet 

technologies. As a result of the rapid pace of the development of Internet 

technologies and growing interest in the impact of these technologies on 

archaeology, a truly comprehensive and up-to-date review of current digital 

activity within the British archaeological sector is impossible, and certainly 

                                                           
3
 Historic Environment Records (also known as Sites and Monuments Records) may be held by 

Local Authorities, including County Councils, District Councils and Unitary Authorities. These 
records can be accessed online through the Heritage Gateway website:  
http://www.heritagegateway.org.uk/gateway/default.aspx 
4
 The NCCPE is funded by the four UK Funding Councils, Research Councils UK, and the 

Wellcome Trust, and supports universities to engage with the public. website: 
http://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/ 
5
 The Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) was founded in the United Kingdom in 1994 by Parliament as 

part of the National Lottery etc. Act 1992, as a ‘non-departmental public body’ giving grants to 
projects involving UK heritage for public benefit. The Secretary of State for Culture, Media and 
Sport is responsible for the financial and policy direction of the HLF, and the organisation reports 
to Parliament through the department. Decisions about individual applications and policies are 
entirely independent of the Government (HLF 2013b). Website: 
http://www.hlf.org.uk/Pages/Home.aspx  
6
 The Portable Antiquities Scheme is a Department for Culture, Media and Sport funded project 

which encourages the voluntary recording of archaeological objects found by members of the 
public in England and Wales, including metal detector finds. The website and online database 
can be accessed from: http://finds.org.uk/ 
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beyond the scope of this thesis. However, this thesis has undertaken the first 

overarching study into the use of participatory media for public archaeology, 

which identifies and discusses the many technical and socio-economic issues that 

surround adoption and practice of these technologies, and examines the forms of 

communication through Internet media in the main institutional settings where 

public archaeology is practised today. 

 

1.2 Thematic Structure of this Thesis 

This thesis is divided into nine chapters:   

Chapter 2 examines the foundation and theoretical background of public 

archaeology as a discipline, explores the concept of community archaeology and 

situates the thesis topic within the current landscape of UK archaeology, both 

voluntary and professional.  

Chapter 3 outlines the research methods and data collected used in this thesis, 

exploring the use of web surveys and email questionnaires, and the use of a 

Grounded Theory approach (Glaser & Strauss 1967; Strauss & Corbin 1998; 

Charmaz 2006) to interpret the results.  

Chapter 4 discusses the wider issues of digital inequalities and user behaviour 

from the literature of sociology and Internet Studies. It focuses on the inherent 

inequalities and non-participation in digital public archaeology from the 

perspective of both audiences for archaeological media, as well as that of 

archaeological organisations, and between individual professionals and 

volunteers. The issues discussed may arise from problems as diverse as 

inequality of access to digital resources, lack of access to hardware/software, 

high-speed connection, and cultural differences within communities, to issues of 

digital literacy and user behaviour. 

Chapter 5 reviews the existence of contemporary digital outreach projects and 

methods in the UK. It explores how archaeological organisations are raising 
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public awareness of archaeological activities through digital outreach and 

engagement, and considers the opportunities for greater participation in digital 

and social media within public archaeology programmes. It will ask: what kinds 

of digital public archaeologies have been practised in the UK to date? What 

current projects can be found online, and what platforms do these projects 

exploit? Which organisations support these projects, and how are these funded? 

This chapter also assesses how organisations measure the impact of these 

projects on their intended audience, and considers organisational media policies 

and archiving online communications. 

Chapter 6 explores the implications of the sociological concepts of social capital 

and weak ties for the creation of archaeological networks online. It investigates 

whether the concept of an online archaeological ‘community’ is experienced and 

actively pursued within archaeological activism and campaigns; whether a sense 

of archaeological community is experienced by Twitter users (based on a series 

of three online surveys of archaeologists on the platform, undertaken each year 

from 2011 to 2013, and a survey of the use of Twitter at archaeological 

conferences). It also explores the opportunities for community building and 

leveraging social capital through crowd-sourced archaeology projects. 

Chapter 7 is a shorter case study of the Day of Archaeology project, which 

discusses the benefits and disadvantages of creating an online public 

engagement project. It also evaluates the effectiveness of the Day of Archaeology 

for the creation of an online archaeological community as a resource for 

archaeological education and public outreach, and identifies areas of best 

practice for the creation and management of digital public archaeology projects. 

Chapter 8 considers the issues of archaeological authority, expertise and 

organisational reputation in an online context, and questions whether the 

participatory promise of social media technologies can, and should, challenge 

archaeological authority within a UK context. It explores how these issues are 

approached and mediated online, and the approaches used by archaeological 

organisations to address the challenges of digital public archaeology. It discusses 
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how archaeological authority and expertise is demonstrated and practised 

online, using data from four of the online surveys undertaken from 2011 to 

2013, and the results of email questionnaires from eight archaeological 

organisations in the UK. This chapter questions if the presence of websites 

dedicated to the promulgation of alternative archaeologies on the Internet 

threatens UK-based archaeological organisations and their expertise, and how 

organisations monitor and respond to alternative archaeological interpretations 

and challenges to their archaeological authority.  

Chapter 9 provides a summary of the findings of this research, and suggestions 

for the development of future work in the area of digital public archaeology, as 

well as drawing conclusions based on the analysis presented in this thesis. 

Digital public archaeology is a developing contemporary practice, and as such 

has inevitably been subject to a limited amount of theoretical examination 

(Richardson 2013). Public attitudes to archaeology as a discipline are often 

shaped by the media. The practices of archaeological communication online are 

increasingly becoming the means by which we create communality with non-

archaeologists and, as with all media, we must ask: what are these media doing? 

Whose interests are being served? What are these communication platforms 

being used for? (Hearn 2011). The impact of government austerity measures on 

the UK archaeology sector (Aitchison & Macqueen 2013; Institute of Historic 

Building Conservation 2013) places archaeology as a discipline at a time of great 

change, and great precariousness, both in its ability react to technological 

advances in online communications and communicate with the public. This calls 

for some sober reflection on the methods at our disposal with which to reinvent 

and strengthen the value of archaeology to the society that funds it. This thesis is 

the first overarching study into the use of participatory media in archaeology, 

and an important exploration of where and how the profession is creating and 

managing digital platforms, and expanding opportunities for networking and 

sharing information within the discipline, against a backdrop of rapid 

advancement in the use of Internet technologies within society. 



21 
 

CHAPTER 2: RESEARCHING PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY 

 

Even though the superscription of archaeology still generally takes the 
form of a dedication to the long-dead, it was now perceived to be an 
activity conducted by the living among the living and even on the 
living… archaeology was a profession bearing all the obligations and 
rights of any other social actor in the present. It was at least as 
political as banking, civil engineering or commercial publishing. 
Often, in fact, it was more sharply and immediately political than any 
of them (Ascherson 2000, 1). 

 

This chapter locates the central research question for this thesis “what is the 

impact of Internet technologies on the practice of public archaeology” within the 

wider context of archaeological practice in the UK. Section 2.1 presents an 

overview of the background and history of public archaeology as a discipline in 

the UK, and defines the boundaries of the discipline, as it is currently understood 

from the literature. Section 2.2 introduces the concept of archaeology as a tool 

for social cohesion, locating this in community policies within the UK political 

system. Section 2.3 contains a theoretically informed discussion of the various 

models for public archaeology available in the literature, and defines public 

archaeology within a UK context. Section 2.4 contains a discussion of community 

archaeology, and non-professional participation in archaeology in the UK. 

Section 2.5 explores the concept of archaeological expertise and authority. 

Section 2.6 discusses the barriers that exist in professional archaeology that may 

have obscured public insight into archaeological methods, processes and 

practice. Section 2.7 extends the definition of public archaeology within the 

digital realm, and seeks to examine the paradigm of digital public archaeology. 

The chapter ends with section 2.8, which contains a discussion and summary of 

the chapter contents.  
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2.1 A Background History of Public Archaeology 

For the purposes of this thesis, I have chosen to define public archaeology as 

both a disciplinary practice and theoretical position, which can be practised 

through the democratisation of archaeological communication, activity or 

administration; through communication with the public; involvement of the 

public, or the preservation and administration of archaeological resources for 

public benefit by voluntary or statutory organisations. Public archaeology is a 

very broad sub-discipline of archaeology, as much an activity as a theoretical 

concept, and operates in a wide variety of societal, social and academic contexts 

(Schadla-Hall et al 2010; Matsuda & Okamura 2011; Skeates et al 2012). The 

application of the label ‘public archaeology’ has been applied in a wide variety of 

disparate contexts - to the intersection of archaeology, politics and policy (Ucko 

1995; Ucko 1997; Little & Shackel 2007; McGuire 2008; Matthews 2009); 

cultural heritage management and museums (Liddle 1989; Merriman & Swain 

1999; Merriman 2000); indigenous rights and nationalism (Trigger 1984; 

Fawcett et al 2008; Rassool 2010); reconstruction and re-enactment (Anderson 

1984; Anderson 1985; Benson et al 1986); the representation of the past in 

interpretation (Walsh 1992; Jameson 1997; Merriman 2002); the historiography 

of archaeology (Rahtz 1974; Hudson 1981; Jones 1984); heritage tourism 

(Ashworth 1994; Johnson & Thomas 1995; Robinson & Picard 2006); heritage 

education and curriculum design (Smardz & Smith 2000; Henson et al 2004; 

Corbishley 2011); public engagement and outreach (Smardz 1997; Moser et al 

2002; Jensen 2010); archaeological ethics and the law (Faulkner 2000; Schadla-

Hall 2004; Carman 2006); archaeological journalism and archaeology in the 

media (Fagan 2005; Kulik 2006; Piccini 2006; Piccini 2010); archaeology in 

popular culture (Russell 2002; Holtorf 2005a; Holtorf 2005b; Holtorf 2006; 

Holtorf 2007); and ‘heritage' - tangible and intangible (Carman 2002; Waterton 

& Smith 2009; Waterton 2010b). This wide remit for the subject can lead to 

confusion - the description of what a public archaeologist actually does, and 

whether the public archaeologist is concerned with theory, research or practice 
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continues to be the subject of ongoing debate (Matsuda & Okamura 2011; The 

Public Archaeology Group 2013). 

It is over sixty years since Sir Mortimer Wheeler wrote that archaeologists are 

obliged to disseminate their findings to the public; “It is the duty of the 

archaeologist, as of the scientist, to reach and impress the public, and to mould 

his words in the common clay of its forthright understanding” (Wheeler 1956, 

234). The development of an academic discourse that was deliberately obscure 

and elitist in the mid-twentieth century had rendered archaeology inaccessible to 

the general public. As Hawkes wrote in Antiquity: 

Some discussions of archaeology have seemed to me so esoteric, so 
overburdened with unhelpful jargon, so grossly inflated in relation to 
the significance of the matters involved, that they might emanate 
from a secret society, an introverted group of specialists enjoying their 
often rather squalid intellectual spells and ritual at the expense of an 
outside world to which they will contribute nothing that is enjoyable, 
generally interesting or of historical importance (1968, 256). 

 

As the American archaeologists Fritz and Plog wrote in American Antiquity in 

1970 “...unless archaeologists find ways to make their research increasingly 

relevant to the modern world, the modern world will find itself increasingly 

capable of getting along without archaeologists” (1970, 412). 

The tradition of post-processual archaeological theory grew in popularity within 

academic archaeology during the late 1970s and early 1980s, and drew 

inspiration from the social sciences, Marxism, interpretive anthropology, 

structuralism, post-structuralism, gender studies and critical theory, to propose 

that there was no single paradigm of archaeological interpretation (Hodder 

1985; Tilley 1991; Ucko 1995; Johnson 1999). Post-processualism as a 

theoretical concept emphasises the subjectivity of archaeological interpretations, 

the importance of locating material culture contextually within archaeological 

interpretation, the importance of personal agency, and that the act of 

interpretation of the past possesses political resonance in the present.  
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Influenced by these post-processual attitudes towards archaeological 

interpretation, the subsequent decades have seen the topic of communication 

between archaeology as a discipline and the wider public move beyond a 

“technical exercise of dissemination” (Merriman 2002, 541) to become a subject 

that is an accepted part of academic study within archaeology. Ironically, this 

has been supported by the increasing professionalisation of the discipline in the 

UK, especially amongst fieldwork practitioners, from the 1970s onwards, with 

the establishment in 1973 of the Council for British Archaeology working party 

on Professionalism in Archaeology, which considered the establishment of a 

“British Archaeological Institution” on a par with other professional bodies 

(Addyman 1989, 303), and the establishment of the Association for the 

Promotion of an Institute of Field Archaeologists in 1979 (Addyman 1989, 304). 

 

2.1.1 Meanings and Contexts of ‘Public Archaeology’ 

This section will examine the diverse meanings and contexts of public 

archaeology in the academic literature. The term 'public archaeology' has been in 

use since the publication of C.R McGimsey's book Public Archaeology in the 

United States - a term used in his book within the context of publicly funded and 

supported excavation and preservation of archaeological sites threatened by 

redevelopment (McGimsey 1972). In the United States, this term is still applied 

within a discipline heavily focused on public-benefit cultural resource 

management (CRM) (McManamon 2000; Jameson 2004; Crass 2010; McDavid 

& McGhee 2010; Matsuda & Okamura 2011). The foundation of the World 

Archaeological Congress in 1986 was an early manifestation of a publicly 

responsible archaeology, established to;   

…promote: the exchange of results from archaeological research; 
professional training and public education for disadvantaged nations, 
groups and communities; the empowerment and support of 
Indigenous groups and First Nations peoples; and the conservation of 
archaeological sites (World Archaeological Congress 2013). 
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Much of the European-focused literature on the subject defines public 

archaeology as an examination of the relationship between archaeology and the 

public, where the public of public archaeology is represented both by the state, 

working in the public interest to protect, excavate and investigate society's 

archaeology on their behalf, and by the notional 'general public', meaning those 

who are not professional archaeologists (Davis 1997; Schadla-Hall 1999; 

Ascherson 2000; Matsuda 2004; Merriman 2004). In the UK, Belford has written 

that the historic environment is a “contested” landscape, with an academically-

dominated interpretative ideology, which presents the past to the non-specialist 

public, supported by the ownership of requisite expert authority (2011, 50). The 

authoritative definition of what constitutes archaeology is placed in the hands of 

the educated, trained and experienced archaeologist. This real, or perceived, 

concept of archaeological authority has been further legitimised by the 

development of a professionally skilled and educated workforce, government 

legislation protecting archaeological monuments and material, and, until 

recently, the routine employment of public sector archaeologists within the local 

authority developmental planning process. 

 

2.1.2 Understanding the Audience for Public Archaeology 

Central to an understanding of public archaeology as practice must be an 

understanding of its audiences and an understanding of what archaeology is or 

what it does, and what it is for. In the academic literature, the greatest 

entanglements of concepts and theories of public archaeology are around issues 

of definition and application of the terms ‘public’ and ‘community’. Who are the 

‘publics’ of public archaeology? Are these audiences for the production and 

consumption of archaeological information simply local communities, or is the 

archaeological description and interpretation transmitted to tourist 

organisations, construction companies, housing developers, local newspapers, 

consumers of historical television programmes, dealers in antiquities, 

nationalists and politicians? It is essential to acknowledge the impossibility of 
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considering a general, single, and homogeneous public archaeology, especially 

when the concept of ‘public’ and ‘archaeology’ are socially, culturally and 

geographically situated. 

Archaeology is also underpinned with different theoretical approaches in 

different countries, depending on the history of the foundation of the national 

disciplinary tradition. These approaches have developed alongside the socio-

economic and political circumstances under which publicly accessible and 

publicly understandable archaeology takes place, and is subject to policy, which 

varies nation to nation (Carman 2002; McGuire 2008; Matsuda & Okamura 

2011). The UK has a strong tradition of undertaking research and practice that 

examines and supports the relationship between archaeology and contemporary 

society, examined further in section 2.2. UK-based archaeologists need to keep 

considering who their audiences and communities are, using a range of scales, 

attempt to understand the different audiences that are receptive to their 

archaeological information and discussion, and whether they, as professionals, 

can understand the requirements of these diverse groups that would support and 

encourage them to connect with archaeological heritage, in real life or through 

digital means (Angelo 2013). These issues will be further explored in Chapters 5 

and 6. 

One of the roles of public archaeology as a theoretically-driven discipline is the 

examination of the relationship between the many interpretations of past human 

activities and contemporary society, in the light of the gathering, processing and 

re-examination of old and new archaeological data. Copeland (2004), Hodder 

(1992; 1999; 2000; 2004; 2008) and Smith (2006) place emphasis on the need 

for, and ethical responsibility of, archaeologists involved in the presentation of 

their work in the public realm to understand, respect and value the 

interpretations of the past by non-professionals, without the imposition of their 

'correct' interpretational methods. The tension between multi-vocality and 

disciplinary authority is not only a matter of elitist hierarchy and post-modernist 

hyper-relativism (Evans 1997, 205). An acceptance of multi-vocal responses to 

archaeological evidence also offers opportunities for the misuse of archaeological 
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evidence in the service of political, ethnic, religious or nationalist agendas. These 

issues of ‘bad’ archaeology, co-creation, and a multi-vocal approach to the 

discipline, and its public outputs, will be explored in Chapter 8. 

 

2.2 Social Inclusion and Public Archaeology 

The prevailing government social policy agendas of the past seventeen years in 

the UK, under both Labour and coalition administrations, have focused on the 

elimination of social exclusion, community regeneration and the support of 

community-based participation, assisted in part by involvement in activities 

relating to cultural heritage (Emerick 2009, 94). The assimilation of these wider 

policy directives within the cultural sector has been aided by increasing numbers 

of heritage and archaeology projects that are funded by the HLF. From a critical 

perspective, a social inclusion agenda could be seen as a prerequisite of any 

organisation that wishes to attract funding (Newman & McLean 1998, 143). 

Publicly funded heritage projects, such as those funded through the HLF, are 

expected to meet targets for community involvement, representative inclusion 

and 'widening participation', with evaluated and measured outcomes, often by 

external evaluators (Heritage Lottery Fund 2013a).  

The absorption of the heritage sector, including most public archaeological 

projects, into an institutional and community-centred political campaign against 

social exclusion and for social cohesion and change, has rendered almost 

invisible the causation and process of social inequalities that create the need for 

inclusion and cohesion in the first place, whether these were ever part of the 

heritage sector’s remit or not (Waterton 2010b, 113). Smith argues that 

encouraging social inclusion policies within heritage organisations does much to 

‘engage’ the public with what she considers to be authorised versions of 

historical and archaeological narratives, which reflect the class, ethnic and socio-

economic interests of the professional experts entrusted with the stewardship of 

these valuable resources (2009, 2). But these policies do little to encourage 

acceptance, value, and encouragement of diverse, often intangible cultural 
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traditions and values, locally and regionally, that reflect national contemporary 

interests in the past (Smith 2009, 2).  

The expansion and growth of museums, county archaeology societies and the 

birth of the National Trust in 1884 were all part of the development of national 

identity and social cohesion through the proper appreciation of the shared 

national heritage (Smith 2009). Despite a change of government and apparent 

ideological differences, the role of heritage in the Conservative Party-led ‘Big 

Society’7 is fundamentally similar. The rhetoric of heritage participation remains 

the same: the adoption of middle-class recreational pursuits by the masses to 

build social capital, encourage localism and bring communities together (Smith 

2009, 1). The HLF has pursued similar policy aims since its launch in 1993 

(Heritage Lottery Fund 2013b). An emphasis on the role of archaeology, and 

archaeological practice, in encouraging social cohesion, social inclusion and 

supporting narratives of national identity is not a late-20th century 

phenomenon, exclusive to government policies. These issues will be discussed 

further in Chapter 5.1 and Chapter 8, in relationship to the history of 

participation in archaeological activities and the concept of archaeological 

authority. 

 

2.3 A Model for Public Archaeology 

This section will discuss the various approaches to public archaeology presented 

by archaeologists working in the discipline, which are drawn from discussions on 

the epistemological understandings of the communication of scientific 

knowledge (Matsuda & Okamura 2011, 6), illustrated in Fig. 2.1.  

                                                           
7
 The Big Society was the flagship domestic policy idea of the 2010 UK Conservative Party 

general election manifesto, which aims to aim to “create a climate that empowers local people 
and communities, building a big society that will “take power away from politicians and give it to 
people”…giving communities more power and encouraging people to take an active role in their 
communities” (Cabinet Office 2010) 
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Fig. 2.1: Approaches to archaeology suggested by Merriman, Holtorf and Matsuda 
& Okamura. 

(Matsuda & Okamura 2011, 6). Reproduced with kind permission from Springer 
Science and Business Media. 

 

Merriman (2004) offers two models for public archaeology and its importance in 

society; the “deficit model”, derived from the discipline of science 

communications, which emphasises the importance of experts encouraging a 

better public understanding of science, for both its economic value and benefits 

for citizenship (Irwin 1995; Irwin & Wynne 1996; MacDonald 2002). Merriman 

locates the application of this scientific “deficit model” in the area of public 

archaeology practice where the archaeological discipline attempts to promote 

the need for professional, expert archaeologists to educate the (amorphous) 

public on how to appreciate archaeology “correctly” (Merriman 2004, 6). 

Merriman notes the flaws in this “deficit model” for public archaeology, and 

offers the “multiple perspectives model” in the light of challenges to the deficit 

approach in science communications (Wynne 1992; Bell et al 2008; Holliman et 

al 2009a; Holliman et al 2009b). This is especially important as it acknowledges 

the importance of agency in public encounters with archaeological data and 

archaeological sites, alongside the need for an understanding of certain core 

public values regarding archaeology (Thomas 1995; Merriman 2004). The 

multiple perspectives model suggests that archaeologists should engage with the 

public on archaeological issues from a desire to enrich people’s lives, and 

stimulate thought, emotion and creativity, although Merriman urges caution 

around what Schadla-Hall terms “alternative” public archaeologies in a western 

context (Merriman 2004, 7; Schadla-Hall 2004, 255). 
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Holtorf (2007) offers three models for the practice of public archaeology; the 

“education model”, the “public relations model” and the “democratic model”. 

The “education model” suggests that archaeologists need to support the public to 

“come to see both the past and the occupation of the archaeologist in the same 

terms as the professional archaeologists themselves” (Holtorf 2007, 109). The 

“public relations model” suggests that an increase in social, economic, and 

political support for the professional archaeological sector will only arrive if 

archaeologists can improve the public image of the discipline (Holtorf 2007, 

119). As a contrast to these models, which see the public as passive recipients of 

professional archaeological advice, education or lobbying, the “democratic 

model” proposes that everyone, regardless of education, profession or training 

be supported to “develop their own enthusiasm and ‘grassroots’ interest in 

archaeology” (Holtorf 2007, 119). 

Moshenska defines public archaeology as part of the discipline of archaeology 

that studies and critiques the political, social, cultural and ethical areas of 

archaeology, as well as “the processes of production and consumption of 

archaeological commodities” (2010, 47). If the remit and value of public 

archaeology is to provide a method of understanding the public demand for 

Moshenska’s archaeological “commodities” - be these archaeological artefacts 

and sites, archaeological experiences, or archaeological knowledge - then public 

archaeology has to provide data for the archaeological “industry” on public 

consumption of archaeological information (Burtenshaw 2010, 49). However, as 

Grima emphasises, we cannot ignore the impact of archaeological ethics, power 

relationships and co-creation and reduce the paradigm of public archaeology to 

one that simply returns to a deficit model of archaeological knowledge (Grima 

2004; Grima 2010).  

Matsuda and Okamura (2011, 6) propose four different theoretical approaches 

to public archaeology, reflecting the work of Merriman and Holtorf; 

“educational”, “public relations”, “critical” and “multi-vocal”. The “educational” 

approach lends the expert voice to the communication of archaeological 

information to non-archaeologists. This “public relations” approach is that 



31 
 

formulated by Holtorf (2007). Matsuda and Okamura’s work extends these 

models by distinguishing between the “critical and multi-vocal approached in 

Merriman’s multi-perspective and Holtorf’s democratic model” with a nuance 

added from an application of “critical and hermeneutic epistemologies in 

archaeological theory” (2011, 5). Matsuda and Okamura’s “critical” (2011, 5) 

approach focuses on the examination of socio-political power relationships in the 

negotiation, implementation and management of interpretations of 

archaeological material and practice (Shanks & Tilley 1987; Ucko 1990; Hodder 

2002; Shackel & Chambers 2004). It examines the subjectivity involved in these 

differing interactions and power relations between material culture, groups and 

individuals that are both historically situated and in the present. This critical 

approach firmly emphasizes the importance of broader dialogue between the 

socio-economically and politically marginalised and archaeological knowledge 

and resources, as part of the achievement of wider cultural meaning. (Leone et al 

1987; Faulkner 2000; McDavid 2004; Shackel & Chambers 2004). 

Matsuda and Okamura’s “multi-vocal” approach to public archaeology 

acknowledges the diversity of and differences in the interactions between 

humans and the material culture of the past “based on a hermeneutic 

epistemology” (2011, 6). Their interpretation of the concept of a multi-vocal 

approach to archaeology seeks to recognise, understand and acknowledge the 

broad view of the “various interpretations of archaeological materials made by 

different social groups and individuals in various contexts of contemporary 

society” (2011, 6). This is in nuanced contrast to their understanding of the 

critical approach “which is to highlight a specific meaning of the past, sometimes 

to socially privileged groups to counter their socio-political domination 

(Faulkner 2000), and at other times to socially marginalized groups to help them 

achieve due socio-political recognition (Bender 1998; McDavid 2004)” (Matsuda 

& Okamura 2011, 6).  

 

All of these archaeological models for public involvement with archaeology 

intend to have a profound and transformative impact on the discipline, and the 
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social practice of communication and representation (Giaccardi 2012), which we 

can understand as both the formal representation of knowledge, the 

representation of the interests and ideas of communities and participants, as well 

the representation of the practice of archaeological expertise. These models for 

public archaeology support access by non-experts to archaeological resources 

and data - some without including the direction and leadership of professional 

archaeologists. I agree with Matsuda and Okamura, who wrote that the choice of 

approach is a political act, and results in “a distinctive form of public 

archaeology in each context” (2011, 6). One of the central conceptual and 

ethical paradigms for public archaeology includes, for Holtorf, Merriman, 

Matsuda and Okamura, the examination of socio-political relationships between 

archaeology and contemporary society, and the renegotiation of power and 

control through participation, communication, and dialogue between 

archaeological professionals and non-professional members of the general 

public. These are also the key issues for an understanding of the role of digital 

technologies in public archaeology, and central to the research for this thesis. 

 

However, as Evans argues, whilst these post-modernist (and post-processual) 

approaches to the past should compel us to rethink the “categories and 

assumptions” within which we work, “we really can, if we are very scrupulous 

and careful and self-critical, find out how it (history) happened and reach some 

tenable though always less than final conclusions about what it all meant” 

(Evans 1997, 252-253). As a discipline, archaeology has to be politically engaged 

in order to explore the policies to which it is subject, understand the history, 

foundation and application of associated academic theory, and explore and 

analyse public archaeology in practice. Since archaeology is a subject that is in a 

constant state of dialogue with itself, and the past, the relationship between the 

present and past is situated, complex and subjective - equally applicable from the 

perspective of professional archaeologist or non-professional member of the 

public.  
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One of the roles of public archaeology is to critique the process and means 

through which the archaeological sector influences, facilitates, limits and 

exposes these relationships between the past, present and future. However, 

without robust statistical evidence to gauge the level of public support and 

interest in archaeology, the discipline becomes vulnerable (Schadla-Hall 1999). 

In the current era of global economic austerity, and increasing cuts to public 

funding for archaeological work in both the UK and overseas, there is greater 

need than ever before for research that can examine “both the economic and 

cultural values and impacts of archaeological resources” (Schadla-Hall et al 

2010, 62). 

 

2.4 Community Archaeology 

Over the past two decades, the academic literature that covers the practice of 

public archaeology has seen a semantic shift when using the term community 

archaeology for the point of engagement with the public. The term community 

has multiple meanings, and academic research within the social sciences has 

tended to focus on the conceptualisation of communities situated around shared 

places, interests and identities. Further developments in the academic literature 

(Willmott 1986; Blackshaw 2010) sought to understand community as a concept 

for “theory, method, place, identity/belonging, ideology, and policy and 

practice” (Crow & Mah 2012, 3). These concepts will be further explored in 

Chapter 6.  

As Walkerdine and Studdart have noted, “one of the most important distinctions 

made is between community as an object and community as action, activity, 

process” (2012, 3). Community archaeology is seen by many academics and 

practitioners to be the coalface of public archaeology, where issues of power 

relations, participation, individual agency and social inequalities are explored in 

practice (Marshall 2002; Tully 2007; Reid 2008; Isherwood 2009; Belford 2010; 

Simpson 2010; Isherwood 2012; Neal & Roskams 2013). But what is community 

archaeology? Where did it come from, and what part does it play in public 
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archaeology? As an approach to archaeological fieldwork, archival research and 

social practice, community archaeology is a growth area of archaeology in the 

UK, with volunteer groups (Council for British Archaeology 2010), conferences 

and a growing professional interest in this as a distinct disciplinary area, through 

job titles, training, academic courses and a journal (Institute for Archaeologists 

2014b; Bishops Grosseteste College 2014; Journal of Community Archaeology & 

Heritage 2014). The Council for Independent Archaeology encourages amateur 

involvement with archaeological fieldwork, and actively campaigns for “citizen 

archaeologists” to undertake excavations led by, and involving amateurs, and for 

this work to be considered on an equal footing to professional archaeological 

work (Council for Independent Archaeology 2013). 

Community archaeology offers a unique process through which anyone can 

engage with the historic environment (Belford 2011), and the UK has a long 

history of non-professional amateur archaeological activity (Hudson 1981). 

Community archaeology - in the sense of archaeology undertaken primarily by 

volunteer, non-professional archaeologists in settings local to community 

members - takes place in a number of situations and archaeological sectors 

including local authority curatorial planning services, commercial companies, 

educational trusts and HLF-funded projects, voluntary organisations, museums, 

archives, and extra-mural educational institutions such as the Workers 

Educational Association.8 The concept and term is understood, discussed and 

applied in a variety of ways in these many differing contexts, not all democratic 

and inclusive. The Labour government, in power in the UK from 1997 until 

2010, saw community archaeology often not as an end in itself, but as part of a 

wider cultural political vehicle with which to achieve other social policy 

objectives, such as the encouragement of 'social cohesion', participation or 

heightened community identity (Simpson 2010, 34). As Simpson (2010, 44) 

argues, community archaeology has become the term of choice for most 

activities and projects that could be considered to be part of a wider paradigm of 

public archaeology. 

                                                           
8
 http://www.wea.org.uk/ 
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Individuals and groups from local communities drive community archaeology, 

with diverse motivations for engagement with heritage and differing local, 

historical, political and geographical interests (Simpson 2010; Isherwood 2012). 

The term community however, is too often identified with local residents, 

whether there are bonds and bridges between these individuals or not. More 

recently the idea of community has been extended to cover non-geographical 

groupings situated around interests, ethnicities or languages. This concept of 

community will be further explored in Chapters 6 and 7 in the context of the 

relevance of the term for online communities, using the Day of Archaeology 

project as a case study. The definitions of what constitutes a community group 

are contested (Cooper 2008; Blackshaw 2010; Crow & Mah 2012), and some 

unpicking of the profile of members in UK-based community archaeology groups 

and other heritage organisations is a worthwhile exercise for future research, an 

approach pursued further in Chapter 4.  

Far too often community is conceptualised as a fixed structure, an ideal way of 

life, inhabiting specific and tangible geographical space and common ideology, 

threatened by modernity and in desperate need of shoring against the travails of 

fragmenting society (Cohen 1985; Cohen 1986; Fremeaux 2005; Simpson 2010; 

Crow & Mah 2012; Isherwood 2012). The sociological definitions of community 

will be discussed further in Chapter 6. Yet we can see that the concept of 

community is subject to human agency - membership of a community group is 

simply an expression of social realities at a point in time, and the negotiation of 

human relationships on an ongoing basis - a process rather than an object 

(Burkett 2001, 237). My own experiences and observations, made when 

founding a community archaeology group in the Waveney Valley on the 

Norfolk/Suffolk border in 2013, is illustrative of the process of community 

creation. The age, ethnicity, gender, disability, socio-economic status, class and 

educational profile of the community group members may not be representative 

of the majority of the local demographic nor reflect the local community identity 

- an interest in archaeology is all that is required for membership and 
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participation, yet there are, in my experience, more subtle factors at work that 

encourage or discourage participation. 

In my experience of discussion with the community group members, 

engagement with long-established lay archaeological communities may not be 

the most desirable context for archaeological experience if there are obstacles in 

identifying with that group, or if it is felt that the individual does not have 

‘enough’ archaeological experience and could appear unknowledgeable or 

stupid. A community archaeology group defines itself by its members as much as 

by who is not a member, and intra-group relationships can be transitory or long 

lasting, and may have grounding in previous community affiliations, such as 

membership of local history societies, previous archaeological excavations or 

even membership of Rotary Clubs and similar voluntary groups. Status and 

gender inequality exist within community groups as much as between expert and 

amateur. For the Waveney Valley Community Archaeology Group (WVCAG), the 

simple issue of who does the washing up after meetings, and who introduces the 

speakers, highlights entrenched gender roles - women serve refreshments and 

clean dishes, and men set up electrical equipment and manage the speakers. 

Community archaeology group members face social and psychological pressures 

- they may have their relationships and experiences within their group defined 

through their archaeological experience, length of 'service' in the organisation, 

their relationships with existing members, or the depth of their archaeological 

education. All of these issues can engender dissonance. Members or prospective 

members may experience feelings of exclusion as much as inclusion and 

membership of a group is not always a positive experience. These issues were 

also highlighted as a concern of a number of other community archaeology 

groups in the 2010 Council for British Archaeology Community Archaeology 

report (Council for British Archaeology 2010, 57).  

As Crooke (2010, 19) notes, membership of a local, situated community is an 

interaction that takes place within a self-defined identity framework, and 

involves some form of community hierarchy. Organisational membership has 

multi-layered motivation. These can be based on established interests, personal 
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affinity with geographical location or local ancestry and the acting out of 

cultural identity and interests (Isherwood 2009). Membership of a community 

based on geographical location, for example, has to be renegotiated in an era of 

greater urbanisation, population mobility and transience, alongside 

demographic, linguistic and socio-economic differences (Isherwood 2009; 

Crooke 2010). Community groups may have distinct expectations of the 

demographic of their membership, especially in areas with contested or 

controversial community identities (Crooke 2010). For those of us working 

within the archaeology sector, it is important not to forget that, for most 

community volunteers and avocational enthusiasts, archaeology and heritage is a 

recreational leisure pursuit. It is an important cultural and social activity, but 

recreational nevertheless. As Waterton (2005, 315) has observed, the attempt by 

professionals to encourage community cohesion or a “sense of place” through 

cultural heritage often ignores existing community relationships and interactions 

between residents and their local heritage landscape, that may not be manifest 

when judged against an archaeological expert's scale. 

The extent to which expert-led methodologies and interpretations of 

archaeological practice within 'community' settings can support broad, counter-

hierarchical participation and the degree to which these methodologies and 

interpretations support diverse perspectives must be questioned against the 

backdrop of the available demographic statistics regarding membership of both 

professional and voluntary sector organisations. According to research 

undertaken in 2013 on behalf of the Institute for Archaeologists (Aitchison & 

Macqueen 2013), the demographic profile of professional archaeologists is 

predominantly white (99 per cent) which contrasts with the entire UK workforce 

of whom 13 per cent were of Black, Asian or Minority Ethnic origins. This 

research also shows that 54 percent of the archaeological workforce is male; I in 

5 professional archaeologists are in possession of a Ph.D., 47 per cent hold a 

Master's level qualification, and 93 per cent hold a Bachelor's degree or higher. 

The CBA Community Archaeology Report (2010) appears to indicate that the 

average age of a voluntary-sector archaeological society member is around 55 
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years old, whilst a history society member is typically over 60 years old. The 

impact of this demographic information will be discussed further in Chapter 4. 

How far do the interests of local communities reflect that of the wider public as a 

whole? Can community archaeology become a “living narrative involving local 

people” (Reid 2008, 21) or has community archaeology been rebranded and re-

professionalised, and steered back into the control of trained and paid 

archaeologists? The variety of archaeological and historical pasts that are chosen 

by community archaeology groups and projects for exploration are selected from 

a number of available 'pasts', and many other histories will not be examined 

(Ashworth 1994). Specific heritage communities may have been selected to 

authorise the redevelopment of urban and rural landscapes, or to reinforce 

fragile community identities in the light of dispersed populations (Belford 2011). 

Underlying the application of the term 'community archaeology' to a group or 

project is an assumption that the term ‘community’ can be described as a defined 

and homogeneous static entity, with members that share common experiences 

and values. However, social relationships are rarely straightforward, and the 

“rhetoric of community” (Waterton & Smith 2010, 8), especially at policy level, 

glosses over nuanced interactions and relationships between an individual with 

an interest in archaeology, and the functions of civic and volunteer-led society at 

local, regional and national levels. 

Questioning the dominant position of the heritage professional can be an 

uncomfortable business for those working in the profession. It should be 

highlighted that those who comment on the practice, meaning and outcomes of 

community archaeology are rarely active members of those communities 

themselves. According to Holtorf and Högberg (2005, 80) there are two essential 

areas of knowledge that community archaeology requires its practitioners to 

acquire: an understanding of archaeological resources, including the creation of 

archaeological interpretations based on scientifically-obtained archaeological 

evidence - and an understanding of contemporary society and its interaction 

with the past. Any negotiation between archaeological professional and 

community volunteer around issues of expert knowledge and the ownership and 
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control of community-led or community-focused projects are meaningless unless 

these communities are actively engaged with the process of managing the 

projects, rather than simply being involved as passive recipients of outreach 

work, or receiving an explanation of the work undertaken by the professionals as 

an end product (Waterton 2005; Emerick 2009). 

Unpacking some of the assumptions that professional archaeologists make about 

the meaning of participation is essential, and raises the question of whether we 

need a conclusive definition of community archaeology at all - if it is more of a 

process rather than a method. What kind of engagement with the past do we, as 

archaeological experts, expect the public to have? Are we offering nothing more 

than a balm to a “passive, grateful audience”? (Rassool 2010, 81). Do we expect 

them to engage with the past through a theoretical lens of our expert scientific 

deduction, or is an emotional response to an archaeological past that has 

personal meaning acceptable to us, as it is to the “uneducated” public? (Henson 

2010, 2). 

Organisations undertaking work under the banner of community archaeology 

are disparate, often grant-funded, and therefore short-term, and bring their own 

sub-disciplinary theories, traditions and practice to the community table. 

Academic models and approaches to the issue of practice, or how to manage 

community archaeology projects, tend to adopt one of two methodological 

orientations. Marshall (2002), Moser et al (2002) and Tully (2007) see 

community archaeology as a carefully managed collaboration led by professional 

archaeological experts, with amateur participants. Tully (2007) defined the 

practice of this approach as public participation in archaeological work with the 

aim, methods and work overseen and controlled by the expert archaeologists. In 

this setting, when professionals undertake archaeological work within the 

context of a community archaeology project context, for example during an 

excavation supported by voluntary, amateur assistance, the professional 

archaeological expert is ultimately responsible for the identification of the 

archaeological contexts and artefacts, overseeing data collection, processing 

these data and formulating the final interpretations. Belford (2011, 64) argues 
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that the ‘top-down’ approach to community archaeology maintains the expert 

status of the professional archaeologist, who gives voice to the opinions and 

interpretations of the community participants, only when the archaeological 

experts validate these. 

Whilst this approach to community involvement in archaeological work 

promotes an element of carefully controlled non-professional participation, 

simply allowing non-professional parties to be involved in something labelled a 

‘community archaeology’ project does not mean that its practice is truly 

participatory and inclusive, although Belford (2011) makes a strong case that 

this approach only excludes those individuals and community groups that choose 

to be excluded from the projects and process. As Waterton (2005) and Kenny 

(2009) acknowledge, the prevailing political agendas of the past two 

governments - combating social exclusion, supporting social cohesion, creating a 

‘Big Society’ and supporting equality of access - have inevitably driven resources 

and funding for community archaeology projects along this 'top-down' model. 

This has often taken place out of financial and administrative necessity, and is 

complicit with political policy, for any institution or organisation in receipt of 

public money, and this brings with it a relatively passive role for the non-expert 

public. As an example, the HLF (through their many funding streams ranging 

from grants of £3000 to £5 million)9 explicitly require local community and 

organisational involvement, from the beginning of the application process to the 

delivery of the project (Heritage Lottery Fund 2014).  

Perkin (2010, 117) has argued that local heritage, including history and 

archaeology “must be contributed to, contested and explored by the wider 

community and not kept within an enclave of heritage enthusiasts” if it is to be 

interpreted, preserved and disseminated effectively. Liddle (1989), Faulkner 

(2000), Crosby (2002), Moshenska (2008) and Kenny (2009) have all written of 

the benefits of a 'bottom-up' approach to community archaeology. This approach 

places the agenda, content and practice of community projects in the hands of 
                                                           
9
 

http://www.hlf.org.uk/HOWTOAPPLY/PROGRAMMES/Pages/programmes.aspx#.UwYxmYV_B
nA 
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the non-professionals, led by the needs of communities themselves, supported by 

professional archaeologists at the invitation of the community members. The 

personal and social skills required for this kind of engagement with the public 

needs training and experience that many archaeologists may have little 

experience of and are uncomfortable with, although there are now specialist 

university courses in Public, Social and Community Archaeology in the UK at 

University College London (UCL),10 Bishop Grosseteste University College 

Lincoln11 and Southampton University,12 as well as a variety of cultural and 

digital heritage studies courses throughout the UK that teach similar elements of 

community heritage and digital participation.13 14 15 16  

However, as Belford (2011, 52) highlights, the multi-vocal approach to 

community archaeology is often” fatally compromised” by internecine conflict 

amongst the professional archaeologists involved, illustrated by events at the 

Sedgeford Historical and Archaeological Research Project (SHARP)17 with 

disputes between volunteers and professional archaeologists involved in the 

project (Faulkner 2009). The extent to which “mainstream cultural interpreters” 

(Habu & Fawcett 2008, 93), or professional community archaeologists, are 

actually actively promoting and supporting multi-vocal inclusive practice rather 

than co-opting a semblance of community involvement to disguise decision-

making by the archaeological hierarchy has been explored in a wider global 

context by Habu & Fawcett (2008) and Silberman (2008). The issues of 

participation and engagement in the context of digital participation, barriers to 

use and digital inequalities will be fully explored in Chapters 4 and 5. The issues 

of multi-vocality and community participation in archaeology online are 

explored further in Chapter 8. 

                                                           
10

 http://www.ucl.ac.uk/archaeology/studying/masters/degrees/ma_public_archaeology 
11

 http://www.bishopg.ac.uk/?_id=10513 
12

 
https://www.southampton.ac.uk/humanities/postgraduate/taught_courses/taught_courses/arch
aeology/v400_ma_social_archaeology.page 
13

 http://www.york.ac.uk/digital-heritage/ 
14

 http://www2.le.ac.uk/departments/museumstudies/postgraduate-study/digital-heritage 
15

 http://www.ucl.ac.uk/dh/courses/mamsc 
16

 http://www.uel.ac.uk/postgraduate/specs/heritage-studies/ 
17

 http://www.sharp.org.uk/ 
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Certainly in the UK, how far community archaeology projects are orientated 

towards the archaeological interests and needs of the non-professional in reality 

is questionable, although this is inherent in the nature of conducting effective, 

safe fieldwork. Funding applications to support fieldwork require professional 

input; specialised equipment is expensive; understanding where and how to 

undertake archaeological work, and how to report it correctly afterwards, relies 

heavily on the professional advice of local authority Historic Environment 

Record (HER) staff, and other professional archaeologists; specialist support is 

usually necessary at some stage of the community archaeology process to deal 

with training, survey or post-excavation and storage, and regional research 

agendas tend to be aligned to academic research frameworks (Hale 2011, 7). 

The research of Simpson and Williams (2008), Isherwood (2009), Simpson 

(2010), Moshenska et al (2011) and Royal Commission on Ancient and 

Historical Monuments of Scotland (RCAHMS) (2011) into community 

archaeology in the UK and the work of Wahlgren and Svanberg (2008), in the 

context of Swedish archaeological museums, provide further depth of debate on 

this subject. 

 

2.5 Managing Archaeological Authority 

Archaeological data can be used to create conceptual narratives that are not 

sanctioned by the profession, especially where local heritage issues are in 

conflict with planning and development, local identity or used to stake claims to 

legitimacy within politicised communities (Crooke 2010, 25). However, the 

opportunities for collaborative relationships with public audiences who are 

interested in archaeology are not always taken on board within the 

archaeological profession. The top-down approach is simpler to manage and 

deliver, and power and control remains with the professional. Participatory 

promises are often contained and managed, and difficult dialogue about 

archaeological interpretation can be carefully avoided. Unlike the museums 
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sector, for example, commercial archaeology in the UK does not, on the whole, 

claim to value multiple perspectives and voices in the interpretation of the past.  

Developer-funded archaeology is also established across the European Union 

through the EU Environmental Impact Directive and the Council of Europe’s 

1992 European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage, 

known more commonly as the Malta or Valletta Convention (Council of Europe 

1992). The Valetta Convention promotes high standards for all archaeological 

work, which should be authorised and should be carried out by suitably qualified 

people according to Article 3 of the treaty. Professional membership of 

organisations that oversee archaeological practice, such as the Institute for 

Archaeologists (IfA), require archaeological experience, evidence of Continuing 

Professional Development, and a scaled fee that may be a cost-barrier for 

membership. There are similar issues in the museums sector, where membership 

of the Museums Association and individual professional development through 

the Associateship of the Museums Association Scheme represents a serious 

financial commitment on tightening personal budgets (Museums Association 

2013). 

It is possible for interested members of the public to join the IfA as a non-

Corporate Affiliate Member (i.e. without voting rights within the organisation), 

or a Student Member (if in higher education), or as a Corporate Member (if the 

volunteer has enough archaeological experience). Corporate grades of 

membership require professional references, the maintenance of a Continuous 

Personal Development log and a Statement of Competence. As of March 2014, 

there are 3146 members of the IfA, of which 548 are affiliate, non-corporate 

members and 414 are students (Institute for Archaeologists eBulletin 2014). 

There is also a financial cost - fees are levied by the IfA for membership at a 

corporate grade, and annual membership at any grade is set on a sliding scale 

dependent on income levels. Whilst individual membership charges are related 

to salary, and therefore affordability, it may prove a barrier for wider public 

participation in membership. For organisations seeking IfA institutional 

membership, there is a significant cost and a long set of regulations to which to 
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conform. Corporate grade applications are presented before the IfA Validation 

Committee, which meets once every eight weeks. This is an intimidating 

prospect for non-professionals without the “category entitlement” (Kenny 2009, 

221) of specialist language, knowledge and experience that enables the 

volunteer to access and occupy professional space.  

Volunteers or community group members may also apply to join the IfA 

Voluntary and Community Archaeology Group, without being a full member of 

the IfA, on the payment of a small annual fee (Institute for Archaeologists 

2014b). The aims of this group are: to provide a recognised voice for furthering 

the interests of voluntary and community archaeology within the IfA; to promote 

the adoption and implementation of IfA Standards by voluntary and community 

archaeologists (and the organisations to which they belong); to advise the 

Council and its committees on issues relating to voluntary and community 

archaeology, both within the context of the IfA and within the discipline of 

archaeology as a whole; to provide guidance and assistance to ensure that 

voluntary and community archaeologists (and the organisations to which they 

belong) have the necessary and recognised competence to carry out 

archaeological research to the highest possible standards; and to promote 

discussion between voluntary and community archaeologists and other 

archaeologists in order to foster a greater understanding and improvement of 

relations, to further the overall pursuance of archaeological knowledge and 

research (Institute for Archaeologists 2014b). Whilst this initiative is very 

important for professional archaeologists, in order to manage the work, format 

and data produced by community groups undertaking archaeological work in the 

UK, it could be argued that it seems to reflect a ‘top-down’ approach to 

archaeological work undertaken by those in the voluntary sector, and ensures 

the hegemony of archaeological expertise and authority is managed and 

performed through the simple act of membership and affiliation of volunteers 

and non-professionals with the Institute for Archaeologists. 

As Henson (2009) and Waterton and Smith (2010) acknowledge, archaeology is 

inherently elitist (evolving from its roots in gentlemanly antiquarianism to its 
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current status as an academic subject taught at universities), and a mutual sense 

of archaeological community exists within the sector itself: professional 

archaeologists define and delineate archaeology through policy and professional, 

expert practice. These factors are of crucial importance as a background to my 

research. Despite the rise of community and collaborative archaeological projects 

and funding paradigms, archaeology in the English-speaking world does not 

belong to everyone, nor does it open itself to participation by the public as much 

as it could, contra Carman (2010, 151).  

The democratic ideal of the Internet is subverted, with scholarly archaeological 

literature frequently found behind paywalls, and with academic library access 

required or significant fees charged for online access to articles. For example, the 

main academic journals relating to the study of the theory and practice of public 

and community archaeology, Public Archaeology by Maney Publishing, the 

International Journal of Heritage Studies by Taylor & Francis and the Journal of 

Community Archaeology and Heritage, also by Maney Publishing, are all 

subscription-only. Thus access to articles can be very expensive - although issues 

from the archives of Maney Publishing that are more than 10 years old have a 

significantly reduced rate, and reduced rates or free articles are also available for 

special issues and supplements (Maney Publishing 2014). The costs of individual 

subscriptions, organisational subscriptions and access to a single article from 

each journal from these three examples of public archaeology literature, for 

those without an academic library affiliation, are outlined in Table 2.1 below. 

The online-only preference has been included where possible since these are the 

cheapest options for access to these journals. As this table demonstrates, access 

to information is expensive and precludes projects, organisations and individuals 

without a budget for journal and library access from the latest research and 

debate on topics relevant to best practice and experience. A full examination of 

the issue of Open Access in archaeology is unfortunately beyond the remit of this 

thesis, although the subject of access to archaeological information has been 

covered extensively elsewhere (Beck & Neylon 2012; Hole 2012; Lake 2012). 
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Table 2.1: Illustration of the costs of accessing journal subscriptions or articles 
relevant to the public archaeology literature 

 

I suggest that professional archaeological communities - which can be 

subdivided into field staff, academics, museum professionals or finds specialists, 

for example - possess a professional interest in regulating, maintaining and 

asserting their authority over the wider archaeological narratives at local and 

national levels. Yet these archaeological communities, as with the practice of 

archaeology itself, contain deep intra-disciplinary divisions alongside social 

stratification and, as Henson (2009, 118) has argued, it is a porous subject, with 

a wide variety of disciplinary “'leakage”' along the edges, working with theory 

and practice from disciplines such as sociology, anthropology, forensic science, 

geography and geology, amongst others. The emphasis within this elitist 

discipline is, as Henson interprets it, “on exclusive rights to validate, conserve 

and study the archaeological resource” (Henson 2009, 119). Many academic 

disciplines have a long record of active amateur involvement in knowledge 

production, and scholarship (Dyson 2002; Lievrouw 2010; Lievrouw 2012). How 

this 'expert-amateur' discourse is constructed and legitimised and if, when, and 

how the practice of community archaeology can challenge this hierarchy and 

sense of entitlement are important questions. A further exploration of the 

concept of communities of practice within archaeology in the UK can be found in 

Chapter 6. 
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2.6 Public Access to Archaeology 

This section will explore the factors that have obscured public insight into the 

full archaeological process from excavation to post-excavation, especially since 

the introduction of Planning Policy Guidance Note 16 (PPG16), and will consider 

the literature on archaeology’s public appeal. PPG16 was introduced in 

November 1990 and was replaced twenty years later by Planning Policy 

Statement 5: Planning and the Historic Environment of 2010. The National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) superseded PPS5 in March 2012 

(Department for Communities and Local Government 2012). Complex health 

and safety legislation, commercial sensitivities, standardisation of practice, 

curatorial responsibilities, equipment and archiving costs, the heavily-guarded 

status of the archaeologist, hierarchies and professional elitism has restricted 

access to the majority of archaeological work, especially excavations, undertaken 

in the UK (Moshenska 2009). 90 per cent of all archaeological work practised in 

the UK since 1990 has taken place within the commercial archaeological sector, 

mostly as part of the planning and development process (Fulford 2011, 33). 

Within the NPPF, there is a presumption in favour of preservation in situ of 

heritage assets as the first option in advance of commercial development, 

followed by preservation by record where destruction of the archaeological 

remains is unavoidable (Flatman & Perring 2013, 6). This maintains the 

somewhat vague notion that future generations will develop better techniques 

for excavation and analysis of archaeological remains left in situ, or that the 

preservation by record of archaeological sites can be undertaken through swift 

mitigation work, in order that an accurate snapshot of the past can be held in 

perpetuity. 

There are a number of flaws in this plan. Preservation for posterity, which 

requires archiving space, assumes that future generations will find archaeology 

relevant, interesting and fundable. Preservation in situ also assumes that 

individual sites of archaeological interest within which development has 

occurred and have been subject to archaeological mitigation will ever be 

available for further archaeological investigation should the sites be redeveloped 
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in the future. According to Fulford's research into the commercial archaeology 

sector only 6 per cent of all archaeological investigations that took place 

between 1990 and 1994 had been fully published by 2006 (2011, 33). 

Generally, a significant quantity of the written output from commercial 

archaeological interventions may be invisible to the wider archaeological 

community and the general public (Fulford 2011, 49). Reports from professional 

archaeological interventions and activities may be unpublished and not 

accessible, although in many cases, the information gleaned from archaeological 

interventions may be negligible, or incomprehensible without an understanding 

of archaeological terminology. The number of archaeological interventions 

undertaken by both professional archaeological organisations and volunteer 

groups each year runs into many hundreds across the UK and there is no 

complete nationally accessible record of all of these interventions, although the 

OASIS project18 collates a significant number of these interventions and makes 

them publicly available online through the ADS grey literature library (OASIS 

Project 2013). A copy of evaluation and excavation reports are usually submitted 

by the commercial archaeology company to the local authority as part of the 

planning process and a record of each intervention is deposited in the local HER 

(Brown 2007; Institute for Archaeologists 2013; ISGAP 2014). Many 

interventions that are made by commercial archaeological organisations are only 

reported in detail to the developer-clients, which are rarely circulated in public 

due to reasons of economy and client confidentiality (Bournemouth University 

2014). As Lock has asked “Are we comfortable with archaeological information 

being treated as a commodity to which developers control access?” (2008, 37). 

This reflects the sentiment of Moshenska’s public archaeology model of 

archaeology-as-commodity (2010). The 2008 report from the English Heritage-

funded project Assessing the Research Potential of Grey Literature in the study of 

Roman England concludes that;  

…there seems little point in listing and indexing grey literature if the 
interested researcher cannot easily access the reports. It is essential 
for the health of the discipline that access to grey literature reports 
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 http://oasis.ac.uk/pages/wiki/Main 
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becomes easier, and copies in PDF format which can be downloaded 
from internet sites seem the most effective way forward (Holbrook & 
Morton 2008).  

 

With this in mind, a growing number of research projects have highlighted the 

importance and usefulness of these grey literature reports to local communities 

and researchers, and there is increasing availability of grey literature online 

through the ADS and Bournemouth University's Archaeological Investigations 

Project, although this is by no means exhaustive (Bradley 2006; Holbrook & 

Morton 2008; Tudhope et al 2011; Archaeology Data Service 2013; 

Bournemouth University 2014). 

Smardz (1997) and Holtorf (2005a; 2006) have both argued that it is the 

mystery and romance of the unknown, rather than data and results that draw 

people towards involvement and interest in the discipline of archaeology - 

Holtorf's “archaeo-appeal” of detection, mystery and discovery - although we 

must also consider the public interest in treasure, death, burial, bodily functions, 

sex, magic and ritual. Merriman & Swain (1999, 262) believe that there is too 

much emphasis on excavation and the moment of discovery; this is especially 

acute when there are archives across the UK at full capacity with archaeological 

finds gathering dust, which cost local authorities and museums millions of 

pounds per year to maintain. If Fulford's research on the impact of commercial 

archaeology on UK heritage (2011, 49) is correct, then millions of pounds have 

been spent on archaeological work that is not easily accessible to either 

researchers or the general public. The general assumption that public-sector 

archaeology is worthy of continued funding (during a period of global economic 

turmoil and austerity across Europe), that access to publicly funded storage 

space is a necessity for its archives, and that the support of a professional 

workforce as part of planning departments has to be questioned by those in 

charge of government budgets - and the discipline has suffered as a result 

(Aitchison & Macqueen 2013; Institute of Historic Building Conservation 2013; 

RESCUE: The British Archaeological Trust 2014).  
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As Faulkner has argued, the public archaeology of the heritage establishment - 

the power-brokers, policy makers, commercial archaeological organisations and 

information gatekeepers - needs only the public to be passive consumers of a 

ready-packaged and cherry-picked heritage product, “where the officially-

approved version of the past can be delivered in easily-absorbed gobbets” (2000, 

29). Holtorf (2007) strongly suggests that archaeology must engage with 

popular culture if it is to survive, and we must ask if it is to Faulkner’s “gobbets” 

(2000, 29) that we must turn in order to elicit public support. The central 

question must be how to engage with popular cultural activities and how do we 

make ourselves relevant and valued in society? The use of social and 

participatory media in archaeological work, as part of a process of knowledge 

exchange, could perhaps offer new ways for the Internet-using public to explore 

and experience representations of the past in greater depth. As Lievrouw (2012) 

has observed, Internet technologies are now a culturally and socially embedded 

popular phenomenon. Access to archaeological data, archaeological news and 

narratives, and Internet-enabled interactions between interested members of the 

public and archaeological professionals, as well as community volunteers, could 

take place across a longer period of time, and with increased nuance, than that 

provided by the real-life visits to sites, museums and monuments of the heritage 

industry. The Internet could be a valuable tool for public engagement with the 

past, against a backdrop of what has become a competitive and diverse leisure 

market for attention during our free time (Merriman 2004, 4). 

 

2.7 Towards a Definition of Digital Public Archaeology 

What has been termed digital public archaeology is a very new label for a 

contemporary practice in archaeology, and has not yet been subject to much 

academic criticism (Richardson 2013). There have been numerous workshops 

and conference papers in recent years that have explored the subject of social 

media and websites through case studies, including workshops and conference 

sessions led by organisations such as UCL’s Centre for Audio Visual Study and 
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Practice in Archaeology (CASPAR),19 the Institute for Archaeologists,20 the 

University of Cambridge21 and the European Association of Archaeologists (The 

Public Archaeology Group 2013). This gathering pace of interest in and 

examination of, archaeological engagement beyond the discipline through the 

use of Internet, mobile and social media technologies highlights the urgent need 

to rethink how we as heritage professionals conceptualise community and 

audience (Waterton 2010a). For those working in the cultural heritage field, this 

has been triggered by the adoption of the 2003 Charter on the Preservation of the 

Digital Heritage at the 32nd General Conference of UNESCO “which marks the 

significant development of national and international interest around issues of 

‘digital' or 'virtual' heritage” (Waterton 2010a, 5). The rapid growth and 

adoption of participatory Internet platforms and mobile technologies has 

significantly expanded the paradigm of, and potential for, a 'digital' form of 

public archaeology communication. The concept and definition of this ‘digital 

public archaeology’ is understood here to be the methods and strategies used to 

engage with archaeology in all sectors, through web and mobile technologies, 

alongside the use of social media applications, as well as the understanding of 

the communicative process through which this engagement is mediated online. 

This form of digitally presented public archaeology offers numerous 

opportunities for archaeologists to provide a highly personal interaction with the 

past for a worldwide and diverse audience. The distance between the “trowel’s-

edge” (Hodder 1999, 83) find and public awareness can be made smaller. 

Participatory media offers platforms for instant comment, dialogue and sharing 

online and via mobile technologies. These can replace lengthy waits for 

publication and wider real-life dissemination through conference papers or 

journal reports, which may not be accessible to a wide audience. Curating a 

website that contains pages of hyper-linked text is no longer enough if an 

organisation is to take full advantage of society’s interest and participation in 

social networking, and encourage public interaction with the past as it is 

                                                           
19

 http://www.ucl.ac.uk/archaeology/research/projects/caspar 
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 http://www.archaeologists.net/2013socialmedia 
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 http://www.smke.org/cambridge-workshop-social-media-and-public-archaeology/ 
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presented online, with up-to-the-minute discoveries made available through 

digital means. 

Social networking platforms exist that allow anyone to personally experience or 

witness archaeological work undertaken by others through all stages of the 

process, from field work through post-excavation to archiving and publication, in 

a multitude of formats and timescales. The most common and popular of these 

commercial social media platforms are diverse in their appearance, format, 

content, opportunities for participation, storage and privacy policies, terms and 

conditions and the ascription of ownership of content (Jeffrey 2012). These 

media services are also subject to drifting public popularity and occasional 

withdrawal by the company that owns them - a definitive list of up-to-date social 

media platforms is difficult to produce, without risking obsolescence once these 

are committed to paper - and this in itself is an obstacle to the dissemination of 

archaeological information. The list below outlines the best-known types of tool 

currently available that are used in archaeological organisations (see Chapter 5 

for further discussion), and these can be roughly grouped together as tools and 

platforms for collaboration, communication and sharing media, after Jeffrey 

(2012) and Cann et al (2011). Communication platforms include tools for 

blogging, such as Blogger,22 WordPress23 or Tumblr;24 tools for micro-blogging, 

such as Twitter;25 tools for location-based sharing and gamification, such as 

Foursquare;26 tools to support social and professional relationships and 

messaging, such as Facebook,27 Google +28, or LinkedIn29 and tools for sharing 

academic papers, e-books and PDFs, such as Academia.edu,30 Slideshare31 or 

Scribd.32 Collaborative social media platforms include tools for face-to-face 
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online discussion and conferencing, such as Skype33 or Google Hangouts;34 tools 

for storing, sharing and elaborating on documents, such as Basecamp,35 Google 

Drive36 or Dropbox;37 wikis and Wikipedia.38 Media sharing platforms include 

YouTube39 and Vimeo,40 Flickr,41 Picasa,42 and Pinterest.43 Through these social 

media platforms, if the individual Internet user can accept the terms and 

conditions of participation in each site, anyone with access to a computer can 

begin to converse with the archaeological sector through these channels if the 

archaeological sector has chosen to embrace these platforms. From there, these 

channels allow participants to create their own contributed content; explore, 

interpret and reuse open data; upload their own images or discuss their own 

thoughts and theories on archaeological material available online. 

The growth of the Internet has created space for digital cultural heritage 

resources that can be accessible, sustainable and diverse in content (Missikoff 

2006). Corbishley (2011, 16) notes the importance of an Internet presence when 

accessing archaeological information, or organising the practical arrangements 

for visiting heritage sites. For the archaeological sector in the UK, the use of the 

Internet has grown both in terms of the number of data-led online resources, 

and public participatory opportunities, although academic research on the 

subject has not been common within the discipline. The use of online media as a 

tool for data-sharing, collaborative working and the active involvement of the 

non-specialist general public are widespread in the museums, libraries and 

archives sector and have been undergoing rapid development in this area since 

the mid-1990s. Waterton observes that despite the rise of the use of technologies 

that offer the opportunity for interaction and co-creation within the process, 

practice and research of the museums, galleries and archives sector, there 
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remains a reluctance to incorporate a critique of these technologies within the 

heritage literature canon, and “actively incorporate the Internet into its remit” 

(2010a, 5).  

For those archaeologists and researchers who embraced the 'democratising' and 

barrier-quashing qualities of Internet technologies, such as McDavid (2004), 

Joyce & Tringham (2007), Newman (2009), Richardson (2009), Colwell-

Chanthaphonh et al (2011), Beale (2012), Harris (2012), Morgan & Eve (2012) 

and Bauer (2013), the advent of participatory media within archaeology brought 

with it the potential to link people with similar interests to research, collaborate, 

discuss and enjoy the past, regardless of the participants’ location, education or 

social status. This cyber-Utopianism has claimed that, through online discourse 

and communications, the Internet and social media technologies are able to 

foster new dialogue, present new interpretations, explore the domination of 

cultural heritage by experts, underpin new power relations and support 

representations of community-constructed archaeological knowledge, all whilst 

subverting archaeological data from structural control and redistributing access 

to cultural resources. Chapter 6 will discuss how the Internet has the potential to 

guide and support individuals and communities in finding their own 

archaeological ‘voice’ as well as communicate within the discipline. Further 

exploration of the concept of multi-vocality, archaeological authority and the 

position and action of participatory technologies within the paradigm of multiple 

perspectives will take place in Chapter 8.  

Over a decade ago, Merriman wrote “a publicly oriented archaeology requires 

that archaeologists understand the public more fully” (2002, 563). Twelve years 

later, archaeologists still need to understand and explore further public 

consumption and interpretation of archaeology in the media, especially when 

difficult choices are being made for the long-term investment of public funding 

in heritage within central and local government. Technologies and staff time are 

being employed and allocated, organisational policies are being adjusted and 

created, and the problems of long-term multimedia storage are being considered. 

We need to base our understanding of how the public uses archaeology on the 
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Internet on more than improvisation and chance. We need to understand how 

issues of access to Internet technologies and social media can affect the impact 

and presentation of archaeology. There needs to be a critical exploration of 

technical issues, navigation, online authority, authenticity, ownership and trust. 

An awareness of the possibilities of information technology must be merged with 

careful consideration of the specialist nature of digital media in archaeology. We 

must consider that, if we, as professional 'digital archaeologists', are actively 

promoting and engaging the discipline with digitisation, data-sharing, social 

media and straight-to-web publication, are we then creating ghettos of 

specialism within the archaeological workforce where non-experts fear to tread, 

which simply recycles archaeological elitism in a 21st century context? How 

'open' is our data and how accessible are our publications? How do we balance 

academic rigour against user-generated content, computer games, and non-

traditional, non-linear learning? Do individual and organisational aspirations to 

liberate data and engage with the Internet public match technical skills, 

expertise and significant financial and time commitments in under-resourced 

archaeological organisations across the discipline? (Lock 2003, 265).  

 

2.7.1 Contextualising Public Archaeology Online 

For the purposes of the research for this thesis, the scope for an analysis of UK-

based digital projects has been restricted to discrete areas of operation within 

the archaeological sector. These areas are: within local authority Historic 

Environment Records, community archaeology or planning departments;44 

                                                           
44

 The primary national policy framework for the management of archaeology and the wider 
historic environment has been in place since the advent of the 1990 Planning Policy Guidance 
Note 16 (PPG16). This was superseded by the Planning Policy Statement 5 (PPS5) in March 
2010, and current planning legislation that affects the archaeological record operated as part of 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) from 2012 (Lincolnshire County Council 2010). 
This legislation gives comprehensive advice on the management of the historic environment 
within the planning process and has shaped how archaeological interventions, including to some 
extent public and community archaeology projects, are undertaken in the UK. The NPPF works 
on the assumption that the historic environment is best preserved in situ - that is, preserved 
where it is currently located. Archaeological investigations are most frequently undertaken as 
part of the planning and development control process under the auspices of the NPPF which 
regulates land use, development and planning permission at local government level. Local 
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development-led commercial archaeology organisations;45 UK universities and 

the higher education sector; community archaeology groups and the voluntary 

sector; and HLF-funded projects. These sectors frequently overlap in practice and 

a number of the digital projects explored throughout this thesis fall into more 

than one of these broad categories.  

Local government archaeologists are responsible for the appraisal of the 

archaeological potential of applications, assessment of these proposed 

developments in the light of current planning legislation, and the imposition of 

planning conditions and a mitigation strategy for proposed developments where 

these may impact upon known or potential archaeological remains and historical 

buildings. Local authority archaeologists are also responsible for the 

development and maintenance of a comprehensive and publicly accessible HER, 

previously known as a Sites and Monuments Record. 46 Each local authority HER 

maintains a comprehensive database of all known archaeological finds, 

excavations, historical buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments, Listed 

buildings, archaeological interventions and aerial photographs in the area 

(ALGAO: Association of Local Government Archaeological Officers UK 2014). 

According to the ALGAO website, in 2014, there are 88 local government 

archaeology departments in England, 15 in Scotland, 8 in Wales, 1 in Northern 

Ireland and 1 on the Isle of Man. Currently, 50 of the HER are available online 

as part of the Heritage Gateway, (Fig. 2.2) a website that enables anyone to 

make cross-county searches for archaeological information (Heritage Gateway 

                                                                                                                                                                          
authority councils are the planning authority, employing archaeological curators who provide 
specialist archaeological advice within local government planning departments. 
45

 In the UK, the term 'commercial archaeology' refers to contracted archaeological work 
undertaken by commercial archaeological companies or 'units' on behalf of a developer as part of 
the planning process outlined above in 1.5. There are three main roles for archaeologists within 
development-led archaeology, the first two of which are relevant within the context of this 
research: local authority planning or curatorial archaeology, contracting or commercial 
archaeology and consultant archaeologists who work on behalf of developers and other 
commercial clients. 
46

 Local government is responsible for most of the decisions regarding heritage assets and “every 
local planning authority is obliged to ensure that they have evidence about the historic 
environment and heritage assets in their area and that this is publicly documented. Each should 
maintain or have access to a historic environment record” (English Heritage 2014a). However, it 
is not a statutory duty for local authorities to have this evidence or expertise within their 
departments to meet the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework, and so may 
use external consultants or share a HER with another authority (English Heritage 2014a). 
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2014). A decreasing number of local authority curatorial departments also 

maintain a mandate to undertake community archaeology and outreach 

projects.47 Discrete public and community archaeology projects often take place 

within local authority curatorial archaeology departments, both as part of the 

public work undertaken by the HER and in combination with grant-awarding 

bodies such as the HLF. 

 

 

Fig. 2.2: Screenshot of the Heritage Gateway website. 28 February 2014. Retrieved 
from: http://www.heritagegateway.org.uk/gateway/ 

 

If desktop studies of documentary sources and previous archaeological 

interventions identify that there is a potential for the presence of archaeological 

deposits, consent for planning applications will include a requirement for 

archaeological investigations to take place in advance of any developments on 

the site in question. Commercial archaeological work is undertaken in a variety 

of contexts and can include pre-planning consultations with developers, 

environmental impact assessments, historic building assessment and recording, 
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desktop assessment of archaeological potential, and watching briefs, fieldwork, 

geophysical survey, site evaluation, full archaeological excavation and post-

excavation processing and report-writing. This type of archaeological work is 

usually submitted for tender by the developers in advance, and different stages 

of archaeological work may be subject to separate tenders. Companies are 

chosen by the developer to undertake the necessary archaeological mitigation 

through competitive tendering, often from a list of recommended companies that 

are frequently, although not necessarily, members of the Institute for 

Archaeologists (Lincolnshire County Council 2012). 

There were approximately 250 active commercial archaeological organisations, 

including sole traders, working in the commercial sector in the UK in 2013 

(Aitchison & Macqueen 2013), although how the economic crisis and subsequent 

downturn in the UK construction industry will affect the existence of these 

organisations remains to be seen. Between 2007/08 and 2012/13, there was a 

30 per cent decrease in the number of archaeologists working in the UK 

(Aitchison & Macqueen 2013). Commercial archaeological companies are varied 

in size and staff capacity, and most are small-to-medium-sized businesses with 

some registered companies, educational trusts or self-employed sole traders. 

There is a single professional organisation for archaeologists, the Institute for 

Archaeologists (IfA). Membership of the IfA is encouraged at organisational level 

by the requirements of local planning authorities for tenders to come from IfA 

‘Registered Organisations’, who commit to a set of guidelines and professional 

standards through their membership (Institute for Archaeologists 2014c). A 

growing number of these Registered Organisations require their employees to be 

members of the IfA at individual level, which requires members to adhere to a 

Code of Conduct and undertake Continued Professional Development (Institute 

for Archaeologists 2014c). However, membership at organisational or individual 

level is not compulsory for practice as an archaeologist. The IfA currently 

represents 3146 members, of which 2167 are Corporate grade members and so 

likely to be members of the projected archaeological workforce, which Aitchison 

and Macqueen estimates as a total of 5,940 people, in both archaeological and 
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support roles (Aitchison & Macqueen 2013; Institute for Archaeologists 2013; 

Institute for Archaeologists eBulletin 2014). A number of the IfA members will 

also be non-practitioners, students and affiliates. 

A number of commercial archaeological organisations include public and 

community archaeology projects or activities at certain stages of their 

archaeological investigations - recent examples include Museum of London 

Archaeology’s Walbrook Discovery Programme,48 Oxford Archaeology East’s 

Romans of Fane Road project49 (Fig. 2.3) or Trent and Peak Archaeology’s Pre-

1750 Vernacular Buildings of Southwell project.50 However, this type of work 

depends heavily on the suitability for public access of sites undergoing 

excavation, the availability of financial and institutional support for public 

engagement, the availability of staff to undertake this type of work, and the 

support of the developers, who are funding the archaeological work.  

A number of UK Universities undertake public and community archaeology 

projects. According to research by the Higher Education Academy Subject Centre 

for History, Classics and Archaeology (Everill & Nicholls 2011) there were 44 

universities in the UK listed on the Universities and Colleges Admission Service 

which offer undergraduate single and joint honours degree programmes in 

Archaeology, or in allied subjects, such as Ancient History or Heritage Studies, 

which have significant archaeological content. In the academic year of the 

survey, there were approximately 4,718 undergraduate students registered on 

archaeology and archaeology-related degree programmes in the UK (Everill & 

Nicolls 2011, 1).  
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Fig. 2.3: Screenshot from Oxford Archaeology East’s Romans of Fane Road 
community heritage project. 1 March 2014. Retrieved from: 

http://oxfordarchaeology.com/community-projects/257-the-romans-of-fane-road 

 

The most pertinent area of university activity for research into the presentation 

of public archaeology projects online is through university-led fieldwork and 

excavations undertaken in the UK. Of the universities and higher education 

institutions that replied to the 2011 Higher Education Academy survey, 32 per 

cent undertook fieldwork in the UK, 30 per cent within their local region (Everill 

& Nicholls 2011). Examples include the Southwell Archaeology Project by the 

University of Nottingham,51and the Lyminge Archaeological Project by the 

University of Reading,52 both of which involved students, local community 

archaeology groups and volunteers. It is important to acknowledge that 

academic archaeological fieldwork undertaken in the higher education sector 

and funded as research projects are motivated and valued for their potential 

research outputs in terms of the Research Excellence Framework (REF) 

(Research Excellence Framework 2013). As part of its evaluation of university 
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research outputs, the REF also places a 20 per cent emphasis on 'impact'53 which 

foregrounds the issue of public connections with the research community and 

the wider social and economic benefits of research, and should encourage 

greater efforts to engage with the public by those working in academia. This 

emphasis on research excellence alongside public engagement will in turn 

impact on the inclusion of members of the public in archaeological activities 

undertaken by universities, and the forms and methods of public engagement in 

these projects (Sinclair 2010).  

The full impact of the economic and immigration policies of the coalition 

government, and the accompanying changes to funding for the Arts, Humanities 

and Social Sciences that have been implemented since 2010, have yet to make 

their full impact on the academic sector in the UK. These will, no doubt, 

adversely affect archaeology departments, as the estimated drop in government 

support for universities will be up to 40 per cent by 2014 (Vasagar 2011). This 

will affect many forms of public archaeology and public engagement projects 

that universities are able to undertake, although partnership and collaboration 

with local community organisations, such as the joint University of Salford and 

Dig Greater Manchester community archaeology project, are increasingly likely 

(University of Salford 2013). University-led community-focused projects can also 

seek funding from streams such as the Higher Education Funding Council for 

England’s Widening Participation budget54 or the National Co-ordinating Centre 

for Public Engagement,55 so such activities may be affected differently. It is 

interesting to note in the context of this discussion that Sinclair emphasised the 

need for higher education archaeology departments to ensure that their 

graduates are sufficiently equipped with “transferable skills in IT, data handling 

and numerical literacy, and team-working, as well as business and customer 

awareness” to ensure their employability on graduation (2010, 43). All of these 

skills are part of the practice of public archaeology online. 
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The vast majority of digital public archaeology projects and points of 

engagement explored during this research have come from the community 

archaeology and voluntary sector of the discipline. As discussed in section 2.1 

above, community archaeology is not a new concept, nor is it a new social 

phenomenon, and community archaeology groups are frequently organised and 

run by non-professionals. As Chapter 5 will demonstrate, many community 

archaeology projects are time-limited projects funded by bodies such as the HLF, 

or organised and undertaken through collaboration with local authority 

archaeologists or university departments. Some of these community-facing 

projects are orchestrated by commercial archaeological units and attached to 

specific developer-led excavations, often as part of the developer’s community 

liaison, and take the form of open days, site tours and handling sessions such as 

the Prescot Street Dig56 and the Walbrook Discovery Programme.57 The variety of 

projects that can be included under the umbrella term ‘community archaeology’ 

may or may not evolve into long-term and sustainable community-led projects, 

which are capable of surviving without full-time professional archaeological 

guidance.  

As Perkin notes, archaeological organisations often create and organise 

community-based archaeology projects in order to fulfil their own requirements 

for public outreach (2010, 107). Many of these community-focused projects are 

created with preconceived ideas of what type of engagement the public may 

want, and prescribed ideas for the forms and function of this outreach work. 

Such models can be highly successful but without caution can also result in 

“tokenistic and unsustainable projects which erode the trust of communities and 

result in lack of support for future initiatives...” (Perkin 2010). This thesis will 

explore the concept of participation and knowledge “ventriloquism” in 

archaeology (Rassool 2010, 81) in Chapter 5, which considers public 

participation in Internet-based archaeological projects, and Chapter 8 which 

discusses the concept and impact of archaeological authority online.  
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As of February 2013, there were 154 community archaeology and heritage 

projects funded by the HLF, which operate in a variety of contexts throughout 

the UK (G Hylton, 2013, pers. comm., 5 February). The management and 

direction of these projects are undertaken by a range of organisations including 

commercial archaeology companies, stand-alone projects created specifically 

with the aid of Lottery funding and led by professional archaeologists, 

collaborative university projects, and those instigated by, and on behalf of, 

community archaeology groups. Many of these HLF projects are using the 

Internet and social media platforms in some form for public engagement through 

the creation of a dedicated website, project blog and social media such as a 

Facebook page or Twitter feed. Examples of stand-alone HLF-funded community 

projects include the Thames Discovery Programme,58 Viking Unst59 and the St 

Piran’s Oratory project.60 

It is essential to observe that, at the time of writing, local government budgets 

for planning and community archaeology services, local museums, higher and 

further education institutions, and commercial archaeology companies have yet 

to feel the full impact of national government austerity measures. Exactly how 

the closure or downsizing of many of these organisations will impact on the 

production and sustainability of archaeology projects that include digital 

elements is, as yet, unclear. Since local authority archaeological services 

(including HER) are not statutorily protected, these are extremely vulnerable to 

budget cuts. Unfortunately, with the current record of museum closures and cuts 

to staffing and resources for HER officers in local authority settings, alongside a 

year-on-year reduction in staffing within commercial archaeology companies 

(Institute of Historic Building Conservation 2013; Aitchison & Macqueen 2013), 

they are likely to have a significant impact on the long-term sustainability and 

planning of inclusive digital projects during the present government's term of 

office and beyond, as expertise and professional connections are lost in the 

process of redundancy.  
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The importance of an inclusive society, community values and a ‘Big Society’ 

continues to frame public and policy engagement with cultural heritage; this has 

been a part of political and policy strategy in the UK under all governments since 

New Labour came to power in 1997. The concept of social cohesion, 

participation and community regeneration has been high on the political agenda 

in the UK since the late 1990s, and the current coalition government has 

appropriated the concept for its rhetoric. This will be further explored in Chapter 

5 and 6 below. Although the subject of heritage and politics is somewhat beyond 

the scope of this research, and has been better discussed elsewhere (Smith & 

Waterton 2009; Waterton 2010b; Dixon 2013), it has some poignancy when 

understood in the wider context of the participatory ideals of the social web, and 

its potential for supporting public involvement in archaeology. 

 

2.8 Discussion 

Archaeology has, as Merriman (2002, 547) has argued, long communicated 

blindly to an audience it does not understand without being able to assess the 

effectiveness of this broadcast, or discover whether the 'message' has been 

successfully received. In the twelve years since Merriman’s comment, little 

appears to have changed. The presentation of archaeology to the public within 

the realm of the non-linear hyper-linked and now, participatory web requires 

new skills and strategies for the creation of accessible archaeological information 

online. Archaeology's relationship with the public needs to improve its 

awareness of the different audiences for archaeological information, as well as 

embrace the many new opportunities offered by Internet technologies for the 

instigations and participation in a meaningful dialogue with these audiences. 

That the archaeological sector has embraced the use of social media platforms 

and Internet technologies at all is to be lauded and it is a testament to the 

innovation of archaeologists practising public archaeology in the UK that these 

media have been adopted at all (Jeffery 2012). However, there has been a 

distinct lack of critical observation of the extent and use of web technologies in 
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the archaeological sector, both professional and voluntary, and especially within 

the academic literature. Engaging in dialogue and greater information sharing 

online has to begin with an understanding of how information about the past is 

sought and processed, received, interpreted, associated, subverted and recycled 

through the Internet. Instant access to information can support fresh connections 

in thought, new interpretations and refinements of data.  

We need to understand, as a discipline, how best to converse through the 

Internet with non-archaeologists relevantly to all and in a language that we can 

all understand. The practice and discussion of archaeological fieldwork and finds 

can take place on contemporary platforms with diverse audiences. This means 

new methods and scales are required to measure our impact. Well-worn paths in 

methods of outreach and public engagement need to be rethought and re-

examined in this light. The “rhetoric of community” (Waterton & Smith 2010, 8) 

in relationship to Internet technology needs to be unpicked. There are new 

priorities and obstacles to consider for practitioners of online public archaeology, 

both within professional archaeological spheres and unaffiliated others.  

The following chapter will discuss the research approach and data collection 

methods used within this thesis, and will outline the Grounded Theory approach 

used to decode and explore the collated data. It will reflect on appropriate 

methods with which to capture a snapshot of digital public archaeology activity 

within the UK archaeology sector, and consolidate the exploration of these 

modern phenomena through quantitative and qualitative methods. 
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODS AND DATA COLLECTION 

 

Your Grounded Theory journey relies on interaction - emanating from 
your worldview, standpoints and situations, arising in the research 
sites, developing between you and your data, emerging with your 
ideas…To interact with it all we make sense of our situations, 
appraise what occurs in them, and draw on language and culture to 
create meanings and frame actions. In short, interaction is 
interpretive (Charmaz 2006, 179). 

 

Chapter 1 outlined the central research question for this thesis: to examine the 

impact of Internet technologies on the practice of public archaeology within 

professional archaeological communities working in commercial archaeology, 

higher education, local authority planning departments and community settings, 

as well the voluntary archaeology sector in the UK. The first step in answering 

this research question was the exploration of the background literature for public 

archaeology, and the contexts within which it is practised in the UK, contained 

in Chapter 2. This chapter will begin with a reflective discussion of the context 

within which this research was undertaken; the research process for this thesis 

was iterative, since an understanding of human experience, and the ephemeral 

context for these experiences, was the overarching subject of research. A 

qualitative approach to the majority of the data collection was chosen as the 

most appropriate method for the research aims, as the ultimate aim was an 

exploratory and descriptive study of the phenomenon of digital public 

archaeology, rather than to test a hypothesis (Maykut & Morehouse 1994; 

Gorman & Clayton 2005; Pickard 2013), although there was an element of 

quantitative data collection (discussed further in section 3.5). The range and 

scope of the data collection undertaken was varied to accommodate as much of 

the participants’ impressions, activities and perspectives as possible, and to 

gather a snapshot of the development of Internet technologies within the field of 

public archaeology practice in the UK from 2010-2013. 
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This chapter introduces the research methods used for this study and how these 

methods guided data collection, data analysis and development of associated 

theory, using a Grounded Theory approach to these data (Glaser & Strauss 1967; 

Strauss & Corbin 1998; Strauss 1987; Charmaz 2006; Pickard 2013). The first 

three sections of this chapter describe the literature background and data 

collection techniques used. Section 3.1.1 will outline the ethical considerations 

necessary for the mixed methods strategy, which consisted of a series of web-

based surveys, email interviews with representatives from archaeological 

organisations in the UK, an element of ethnographic study of online contexts, 

and a quantitative analysis of archaeological projects using Internet technologies 

for communication, alongside an analysis of relevant data obtained from other 

archaeological and heritage organisations. Section 3.1.2 explores data collection 

parameters and describes several issues that arose during this collection with the 

use of proprietary social media platforms. Section 3.2 is a literature review of the 

use of online surveys. Section 3.2.1 covers the research design, survey coverage 

and sampling, and 3.2.2 outlines the details and dates of the surveys 

undertaken. Section 3.3 examines the use of online ethnography, or 

‘netnography’ as part of the data collection for this research (Kozinets 1998; 

Kozinets 2010; Bengry-Howell et al 2011). Section 3.4 discusses the use of email 

questionnaires and the organisations involved as case studies for the research 

undertaken for Chapter 8 on archaeological authority and participatory media. 

Section 3.5 contains a discussion of the parameters and method used for the 

quantitative data collection. Section 3.6 explores the essential background and 

fundamental guidelines common in different approaches to Grounded Theory 

methodology, which was the guiding process to code, process and analyse the 

qualitative data produced by the surveys and email interviews. Finally, section 

3.7 discusses the issues arising from these methods of research, some 

information on the type and location of data collection that did not prove 

successful, and reflects on the process of undertaking a mixed methods approach 

to ephemeral, reflexive and subjective digital data capture, as well as the use of a 

Grounded Theory perspective in a discipline where it has not been used before. 
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This thesis is the product of three years of online and offline experience; a 

literature search; my attendance at various conferences and workshops, and 

participation in conference sessions; online discussions on the subject of social 

media, archaeology and Internet technologies; observation of activities and 

conversations that have taken place in online archaeological communities; and 

my participation in digital public archaeology, as a professional digital heritage 

practitioner engaged in paid employment, and as a Ph.D. researcher. The 

creation of this thesis has been a reflective journey through data collection, 

online and offline discussions, observation, participation and practice. There 

were a number of practical implications for my own professional involvement 

with digital public archaeology prior to commencing this research, during 

employment as a professional community archaeologist working primarily on 

Internet-based heritage projects from 2007 - present, and throughout the three 

years of the creation of this thesis. A number of factors have contributed to this; 

my sustained use of social media in three contexts, as a private individual, on 

behalf of a variety of organisations as a volunteer and as a paid member of staff; 

the regular organisation of, and attendance and presentation at, pertinent 

conferences throughout the UK and beyond (a full list of presentations and 

papers emanating from this thesis is included in the appendix), and personal 

involvement with archaeological campaigning organisations using social media.  

 

3.1 Ethical Considerations for Data Collection Online 

As the Internet becomes an integral part of economic, social and cultural life, 

Internet survey methods present new opportunities to generate new data about 

online activities and community practises. However, Internet methods raise 

some concerns for researchers, such as ethical research practices and avoiding 

bias. Surveys and interviews undertaken online pose similar ethical 

considerations to offline research, but there are also issues to consider inherent 

within the method used to elicit data from the participants. The two overarching 

ethical considerations are obtaining informed consent for research participation 
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and the maintenance of confidentiality for the participants (King 1996; Couper 

1998; Frankel & Siang 1999; Sharf 1999; Walther 2002; Buchanan & Hvizdak 

2009; Singer & Couper 2010). Whilst undertaking and participating in Internet 

surveys, privacy is a key issue. Although rare, there is potential that online 

survey data can be vulnerable to hackers. To prevent malicious interference, 

these data collected must be stored on secure servers, with access appropriately 

limited - although all systems have vulnerabilities (Seastrom et al 2008; Singer & 

Couper 2010; Association of Internet Researchers 2013). Reducing the amount 

of identifying data transmitted to the servers during the response to surveys will 

also prevent the identification of survey data and individuals, as will ensuring 

that publicly accessible computers such as those in libraries are not used to 

complete the surveys, so subsequent users cannot access the information. Using 

temporary cookies offers greater security and prevents unauthorised parties 

accessing the survey (Eynon et al 2008; Thiele & Kaczmirek 2010; Singer & 

Couper 2010; Couper 2013). 

Despite these considerations, the design and construction of the surveys 

undertaken as part of this research did not require that these data collected 

included personal or sensitive information that would allow the responses to be 

identified with individuals. Participation in the email interviews and online 

surveys undertaken as part of this research was completely optional. All 

participants were fully informed about the background to the data collection and 

what would be asked of them at the beginning of the process, following the 

guidelines of the UCL Research Ethics Committee.61  This consisted of a 

statement at the beginning of each online survey (Fig. 3.1) that the study 

involved research for this thesis, a description of the format and procedure of the  
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Fig. 3.1: The opening statement from the Twitter & Archaeology survey 2013. 1 
March 2014. Retrieved from: https://opinio.ucl.ac.uk/admin/previewSurvey 

 

survey, a description of the benefits and elective participation, a statement that 

the research was confidential and individuals would not be identifiable, my 

contact details in case of questions about the research, as well as an undertaking 

that the survey results would be stored on a secure server and that the collated 

results would be made available on completion of this doctorate and subsequent 

deposition of the final version within the UCL online open access archive, UCL 

Discovery.62  

After a telephone discussion with the UCL Research Ethics Coordinator in 

February 2011, it was confirmed by UCL that formal ethical approval for this 

data collection of this type was not required as because of the reasons outlined 

above (UCL Research Ethics Committee 2013). Ethical considerations for 

Internet research are collated under the Association for Internet Researchers 

Ethics Guide (Association of Internet Researchers 2013) and these guidelines 

were carefully considered in conjunction with UCL’s policies. The most serious 
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issue that was likely to be of direct relevance to the method of data collection 

undertaken for this research was the location of data once it had been collected. 

These are stored on the secure UCL servers, and this information will be held for 

a period of one year after the submission of this thesis. These data collected in 

the course of the surveys cannot be linked back to an individual by means of an 

Internet search, as the information is not accessible without my UCL password, 

and the content of a subject’s communication is anonymised. Participants were 

selected to avoid potential conflicts of interest, and no incentives were offered 

for participating in any of these data collection exercises. 

Email questionnaires were also undertaken as part of the research into the 

concept of archaeological authority online; the results of these questionnaires 

will be fully examined in Chapter 8. The questionnaire structure adheres to the 

guidelines of the UCL Ethics Committee, and after consultation with the 

committee administrator, it was agreed that this also did not require formal 

ethical approval from the UCL Ethics Committee, or registration with the UCL 

Data Protection Team, since no personal data were being collected, and the 

participants were not referred to directly by name. All participants were fully 

informed of the purpose of the research, and of the specific area of investigation, 

and this was made clear as part of the initial contact made with the 

representative of each organisation by email or in person, as well as when the 

survey was distributed. As a significant proportion of the people invited to take 

part were my existing professional acquaintances, the participants were explicitly 

informed that they were under no obligation to take part, and it was made clear 

that they were free to decline to participate. The participants were informed that 

they could take part in the survey anonymously as an individual or on behalf of 

an organisation, although no one specifically asked not to be associated with 

their answers. All participants gave their full written consent to the use of their 

responses in this Ph.D. thesis. The data collected is stored on a secure server at 

UCL, and in hard copy kept in a secure location. 

There are many online contexts in which a nuanced understanding of ethics is 

needed when preparing to undertake the collection of observational data, and 
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these may need to change depending on the form of the interaction (for 

example, individually uploaded tweets, audio or video) or the online 

environment under scrutiny (for example, an online community forum, Twitter 

feed, or interactions with blog posts): all require different approaches (McKee & 

Porter 2009; Krotoski 2010). The collection of observational data from the 

Internet, for instance the collection of tweets, observation of the use of hashtags, 

comments on archaeological online forums and contributions and comments 

submitted to the Day of Archaeology website, raises similar ethical questions to 

those with observational research and the subject of online ethnographic 

research or ‘netnography’ (Kozinets 1998; Kozinets 2010; Bengry-Howell et al 

2011) as well as the considerations for the use of online surveys outlined above 

(Frankel & Siang 1999; Sharf 1999; Grimes et al 2009; Walther 2002; Singer & 

Couper 2010). An outline of the netnographic approach used in this research 

will be detailed further in section 3.2.1 below. Internet users’ perceptions of 

what constitutes public and private spheres on the Internet may not correspond 

with their actions online, and as such careful approaches must be made to 

ensure that participants are fully aware of the researchers intentions to collect 

their activities and use them as data in the netnographic process. All participants 

were asked by email for permission to use their images of Tweets, Facebook 

pages, and blogs that appear in this thesis. 

 

3.1.2 Data Collection Parameters & Other Issues 

The approach to data collection used for this thesis aimed to gather qualitative 

information from as many participants as possible with an active participation in 

digital public archaeology. The use of social media platforms in archaeological 

organisations for public archaeology is, as outlined in Chapter 2, a process 

subject to change, and reliant on staffing, financial support and wider sectorial 

trends set against a backdrop of fiscal austerity in the UK which impacts on 

funding for archaeological projects. It must be acknowledged that the collection 

and mining of data from certain social media platforms is problematic for a 
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number of reasons. The amount of information transmitted through social media 

platforms is enormous and growing rapidly year-on-year. A global data snapshot 

created by social media agency We Are Social in January 2014 suggested that 

there are almost 2.5 billion Internet users globally, representing a 35 per cent 

global population penetration, with over 1.85 billion active social network users, 

representing a 26 per cent social network penetration of the total global 

population (Kemp 2014). According to research published in January 2014, 

there are 1.15 billion Facebook users worldwide; 23 per cent of Facebook users 

login at least 5 times per day; Google+ had 359 million monthly active users; 

Twitter had over 550 million registered users, with 215 million active each 

month; Pinterest63 had 20 million active monthly users and Instagram64 had 150 

million active monthly users. Within the UK, Internet users spend an average of 

13 minutes on social media sites for every hour spent online (Bullas 2014).  

Capturing the archaeological elements of these digital ephemera, and 

understanding the uses and impacts of these media in the archaeological sector 

presents a methodological challenge, especially given the scale of participation in 

social media enumerated above (Burgess & Brun 2012). Additionally, access to 

some information from social media platforms is restricted by privacy policies, 

and availability of free-to-access data from these platforms for research purposes 

is often limited (Adedoyin-Olowe et al 2013, 4). These issues will be discussed 

further in section 3.7. 

As these platforms become a prevalent and important part of communications, 

marketing and branding, accessing data sets and statistics has become expensive 

as platforms create monopolies on access to this data. This has seriously limited 

the form of research that I was able to undertake. For example, it was difficult to 

use data from Facebook because the security and privacy settings sometimes 

denied access to relevant groups, pages and discussions. Information about 

public archaeology projects on other platforms, such as blogs and Twitter, 

proved simpler to access and analyse, and as a result this research is heavily 
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weighted towards these. However, issues arose with the use of Twitter (which 

will be discussed in section 3.7), and these are important to consider for future 

research not only in the field of Digital Humanities but also in other disciplines 

where access to large data sets from proprietary platforms would be necessary. 

Time and budgetary constraints affected the decision to use qualitative online 

survey as the main form of data collection. Given the wide distribution of digital 

projects undertaken by archaeology organisations throughout the UK, travelling 

to undertake face-to-face surveys and interviews was impractical and financially 

unviable. Email questionnaires and online surveys proved to be the most 

practical method of collecting data; they are easy to set up, and could be 

targeted directly to specific individuals or organisations, or disseminated widely 

via social media and email lists to gather a wider sample of participants. There 

have been a number of studies of the self-selection phenomenon in the survey 

research literature (Churchill 1999; Rosen et al 1999; Couper 2000; Chisnall 

2001; Bosnjak & Batinic 2002; Grandcolas et al 2003; Hudson et al 2004; 

Hoonakker & Carayon 2009) from which it is apparent that reliance upon an 

online survey or questionnaire introduces the risk that the survey will be biased 

towards individuals who work in predominantly desk-based occupations. 

Consequently these individuals are able to spend more time online, may be more 

inclined to fill out an online survey or email questionnaire and also are perhaps 

more inclined toward higher rates of participation on the social media sites 

under review. 

3.2 Literature Review of Research Using Online Surveys 

The use of electronic surveys, either as a means of collecting data or as a subject 

of research in itself, has increased significantly as the Internet has developed into 

a ubiquitous means of communication in society (Couper 2000; Barrios et al 

2011; Groves et al 2013). The impact of advances in Internet technologies, 

widespread adoption of email and increase in the use of social media, has 

significantly expanded the capabilities of Internet surveys as a method of 

research data collection, since computer-assisted person interviewing and email 
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surveys were first used during the late 1980s (Dillman 2000; Grossnickle & 

Raskin 2001; Schonlau et al 2001; Fricker & Schonlau 2002; Couper 2005; 

Smyth & Pearson 2011). Their use for data collection has many advantages, not 

least convenience and cost: once a survey has been created in the requisite 

survey software, further expenses such as postage, printing, recording equipment 

and interviewer salary and travel costs are eliminated (Dillman & Bowker 2001; 

Evans & Mathur 2005; Smyth & Pearson 2011). There are numerous additional 

advantages that have been examined at length in the literature on the use of 

online surveys: the facilitation of complex question branching within 

contemporary online survey software; the ability to embed visual stimulus 

material; the automatic collection of paradata65 and metadata through online 

survey software; ease of access to free online survey software such as 

SurveyMonkey66 and mobile survey apps. The literature outlines the benefits of 

the self-administration of surveys online, including the lowering of costs 

associated with face-to-face interviews, interviewer effects, and surveys can be 

taken at a time convenient to the participant, and the speed of generating 

reports (Dillman & Bowker 2001; Hogg 2003; Couper 2005; Christian et al 

2009; Lin & Van Ryzin 2012). 

An online survey was chosen because it was the fastest way to produce an easily 

distributed survey for immediate use, and was the simplest method for collecting 

and processing data elicited from active Twitter users in the archaeological 

community. There are also a number of issues to consider with the use of online 

surveys and the form of survey software to use, given the widespread availability 

of free survey software such as SurveyMonkey, SurveyPlanet67 or PollDaddy.68 

Other considerations were the possibility of over-surveying, declining response 

rates and “survey exhaustion”: a mistrust of online survey requests and surveys 
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incorrectly identified as spam and consequently either deleted or ignored 

(Couper 2005, 494). 

 

3.2.1 Research Design: Coverage and Sampling 

The literature relating to Internet survey methodology explores a number of 

methods by which survey researchers have addressed the problems associated 

with Internet coverage and the resulting limitations for sampling (Smyth & 

Pearson 2011, 18). The development of Internet panels - survey participants 

willing to respond to more than one survey over a period of time - has been 

examined in a number of academic articles (Schouten et al 2009; Christian et al 

2009; Scherpenzeel & Das 2011). The target audience within the archaeological 

sector was broad and included anyone working or volunteering in an 

archaeological organisation in the UK using any form of digital technology 

specifically for public engagement. Quantifying this target audience is somewhat 

difficult, although rough estimates of the population of professional and amateur 

archaeologists have been made. According to the research undertaken by 

Landward Research in 2013 (Aitchison & Macqueen 2013), there was an 

estimated archaeological workforce of 4,792 in 2012-13 (the latest year for 

which data are available), and another 1,148 people working as dedicated 

support staff within archaeological organisations.  

Research by the Council for British Archaeology demonstrated that volunteer 

activity within the UK heritage sector was represented by approximately 2,030 

voluntary groups, undertaking some form of archaeology or heritage-and-

history-based activity related to archaeology (2010, 5). These represent around a 

quarter of a million people actively participating in heritage issues as a hobby or 

leisure interest. Given that the CBA research report indicates a significant 

number of these volunteer groups do not use Internet technologies for 

communications, an issue explored in Chapter 5, it is unlikely that the majority 

of responses to these surveys come from the voluntary sector, and the qualitative 

data supplied by these surveys certainly indicates that the majority of responses 
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were made by professional archaeologists working in the commercial sector or 

academia, or by archaeology students. 

For each survey, a similar audience was approached with the survey link, 

advertised through the following platforms and methods: Twitter, Facebook 

pages, and emails to individual archaeological organisations and community 

groups. Statistical analysis was not the main objective, since the research process 

concentrated on an understanding of the phenomena of social media and digital 

technologies, from the perspective of the participants, and develops a theory 

based on these observations (Gorman & Clayton 2005, 7). Therefore, although 

some questions within the surveys were closed questions, the majority were 

open-ended, with the intention of attracting comments and opinion that could 

be analysed qualitatively. 

An in-depth exploration of the issues of unequal access to the Internet are 

discussed in Chapter 4, but the impact of Internet coverage for general 

population surveys is an important factor that must be considered when 

exploring the reach of the online surveys undertaken during the research for this 

thesis. Overall, the online surveys undertaken for the data collection for this 

thesis were not administered in hard copy, although there were two instances 

where a hard copy was requested and sent by post. Therefore, there is likely to 

be a bias against archaeologists and volunteers who may be less likely to spend 

time online, who feel less comfortable with using the Internet, and who may 

have limited access to the Internet in the workplace, or at their local library or 

Internet café. 

These surveys were publicised in as many areas as possible, both through digital 

links on forums, websites and social media platforms (Fig. 3.2), as well as 

appearing in British Archaeology magazine, in an attempt to achieve 

representation from all areas of digital public archaeology in the UK and ensure 

representation of all contexts and activities referred to in my research design. 

However, it must also be acknowledged that there are contextual influences in 

particular organisations or cases - for example, organisations with a longer 
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history of working with digital technologies, or with staff experienced in the use 

of public engagement tools and techniques - and there is no guarantee that these 

informants' views are typical (Maxwell 2005, 88).  

I deliberately chose to examine the five specific areas of the archaeological sector 

in the UK outlined in Chapter 2, since these organisations are key players in 

online public archaeology and are therefore critical actors within the 

establishment of digital public archaeology practice. 

 

 

Fig. 3.2: Screenshot of a request for participation in the Twitter & Archaeology 
survey 2011 to a follower, sent through my Twitter profile on 3 April 2014. 

Retrieved from: https://twitter.com/lornarichardson/status/54635646681235456. 

 

3.2.2 Surveys Undertaken 

The platform for data collection through online survey for this thesis was the 

UCL-supported Opinio survey software designed by ObjectPlanet Inc. 

(ObjectPlanet Inc. 2014). The survey software is a web-based survey tool, which 

is available free of charge to UCL staff and postgraduate researchers. The Opinio 

survey software facilitates a range of survey and poll question types, and a 

variety of reporting mechanisms (UCL Information Services Division 2014). This 

form of online survey was chosen over the available free online survey tools 

mentioned in 3.2.1, because its academic associations would provide more 

reassurance to potential users that they were taking part in a robust and 

professional research project, and the data would be very secure as it is stored 
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on the UCL servers. The service is supported by UCL Information Systems and 

the Opinio server is backed up to tape every evening for disaster recovery 

purposes (UCL Information Services Division 2014). 

Each of the eight surveys was targeted at an archaeological audience using social 

media technologies and email from the initial phase of data collection, which 

began on 1 April 2011 with the launch of the first “Archaeology and Twitter” 

survey. Table 3.1 contains information about each of the online surveys 

undertaken during the period of this research, the dates they were available, the 

response rate, and the number of questions in each.  

 

 

Table 3.1: List of online surveys undertaken as part of this doctoral research from 

2011 to 2013 

 

The survey subjects covered a wide variety of topics, based on the research aims 

outlined in Chapter 1. The survey topics and questions were the result of 

consultation with the supervisors for this thesis in the Centre for Digital 

Humanities and Institute of Archaeology at UCL. Each survey contained a 

mixture of open and closed questions covering the use of different aspects of 

social media, websites in archaeology both for work related and personal 



80 
 

reasons, as well as questions about online community and networking within the 

sector through digital means. The complete archive of questions and results from 

all nine surveys can be found in the appendices A - I on the CD-ROM 

accompanying this thesis. 

During the winter of 2010 at the outset of my research scoping, and during my 

increasingly frequent use of Twitter during research into archaeological 

communities online, it became apparent that Twitter was being used by 

archaeologists across the globe as a conduit for information sharing, co-

operation and discussion. These activities were taking place on Twitter in a very 

unstructured and informal manner, and the platform was also being used as a 

means of transmitting archaeological news amongst archaeological peers and the 

public. The potential use of Twitter as a means of disseminating information 

about public archaeology projects and excavations was exciting - but how did the 

platform work with and for archaeologists now? No research has been 

undertaken in the use of Twitter in the archaeological world, and investigation 

into the use of the platform would provide useful data in the exploration of a 

number of the research questions outlined in this thesis, including concepts of 

archaeological authority and the use of participatory media for discussion with 

the public, online archaeological community-creation and work on the Day of 

Archaeology project. 

For example, with the three Twitter surveys, only those archaeologists using 

Twitter have been targeted, and the questions reflect positively the use of 

Twitter, rather than the reasons for not using Twitter. Questions were developed 

from my research aims covering a variety of related themes, concentrated on 

these central topics: 

1. What type of archaeological information is currently being shared via 

Twitter? 

2. Can the use of Twitter by archaeologists be considered a useful addition 

to widening public involvement with archaeology?  

3. Who exactly is using Twitter within the archaeological sector?  
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4. What exactly do they use it for?  

5. How does, and how could, Twitter encourage the development of a useful 

archaeological online social network for public engagement and 

information exchange?  

I decided that an online survey of current archaeological participants would 

elicit the necessary preliminary data before further research into its application 

for public and community archaeology could take place. 

The data for the Twitter surveys was first initiated by searching for and 

following 1000 Twitter users that had described themselves as academic, 

professional or active amateur archaeologists somewhere within their user 

profile biography as discovered through the Twitter search facility, and the use 

of archaeology-related lists belonging to existing contacts. I also spent time 

tweeting about the research plans and discussing the survey questions, aims and 

possible outcomes with a number of familiar followers in the archaeological 

sector on Twitter. I used the hashtags #archaeology and #pubarch in the tweets 

relating to this survey in order to maximise new follows, retweets and greater 

awareness of the forthcoming research amongst existing followers. The first 

survey was open for contributors from 9.30am BST on the 1 April 2011 to 

9.30am BST on 15 April 2011; the second from 11am GMT on 1 February 2012 

to 1pm GMT on 15 February 2012; the third from 1pm BST on 11 April 2013 to 

1pm BST on 24 April 2013. The differences in dates for 2012 were due to my 

differing availability to administer the survey in April 2012. A request for 

participation with the survey was tweeted, and subsequently retweeted by my 

followers, on a daily basis between these dates. The tweeted request for 

participation contained a link to the survey and a request to forward the survey 

via Twitter to interested parties was included in the tweet. 
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3.3. Netnography 

There have been a number of publications on the subject of online ethnography 

from the late 1990s onwards and is an accepted, albeit innovative, method of 

research, included in various research methods textbooks (Hine 2000; Hine 

2005; Given 2008; Hesse-Bibber & Leavy 2008; Xenitidou & Gilbert 2009; Wiles 

et al 2011). Netnography is a form of ethnographic research undertaken in 

online environments, and is an increasingly common approach to business, 

management, consumer and market research to investigate user behaviour and 

online activity (Kozinets 1998; Kozinets 2010; Bengry-Howell et al 2011). 

Kozinets originally created this type of research method as a new approach to 

online marketing research techniques, in order to examine the activities and 

preferences of online communities (Kozinets 2002). The Canadian founder of 

the approach, Robert Kozinets, defined netnography as; 

…a written account resulting from fieldwork studying the cultures 
and communities that emerge from on-line, computer mediated, or 
Internet-based communications, where both the field work and the 
textual account are methodologically informed by the traditions and 
techniques of cultural anthropology (1998, 366). 

 

There is no single accepted method by which netnography should be conducted, 

although generally this approach favours the observation of online forum, blogs, 

tweets and interactions within online communities and may also involve data 

collection offline (Hine 2005; Bengry-Howell et al 2011). The process of 

netnographic research always begins with a formal introduction by the 

researcher into the field of the research subject community or platform, known 

as an entrée. Data was collected in the form of screenshots, email interviews, 

reflective and observational field notes and text drawn from online interactions 

(Kozinets 2010). A netnographic approach to data collection has been used for 

research in a small number of disciplines; the majority of research has taken 

place within the disciplines of marketing research, economics, management, 

communications and sociology and is dominated by work from the USA and the 

UK (Bengry-Howell et al 2011, 14). Examples of the use of netnography in 
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academic journals include work into the presentation of ‘self’ online (Schau & 

Gilly 2003); an exploration of consumer response to advertising and gaming 

(Nelson 2005); anthropological research (Trappers 2008), or an investigation of 

migrant identity online (Davis 2010). 

This thesis used some of the approaches from the netnographic discipline, using 

a hybrid of a netnographic approach to the research into crowdsourced projects 

and the use of Twitter amongst archaeologists on the platform, explored in 

Chapter 6, an examination of the comments and interactions on the Day of 

Archaeology website, Facebook page and Twitter feed on the Day of Archaeology 

in 2011, 2012 and 2013 for the case study in Chapter 7, and also briefly as part 

of the work on the quantitative data collection for Chapter 5, capturing 

screenshots of archaeological websites and social media platforms. The aim of 

this hybrid work was to support the survey data from the archaeology and 

Twitter surveys each year by studying the way that archaeology and 

archaeologists use and interact online and on Twitter, and reflect this material in 

the analysis of the survey results (Richardson 2011). A formal netnographic 

entrée was made through my blog on 4 April 2011, with an introduction to the 

research aims and parameters (Richardson 2011), and the results will be 

explored below in Chapters 5, 6 and 7.3.4. 

 

3.4 Email Questionnaires 

An email questionnaire was also used as a method of eliciting organisational 

feedback on the subject of archaeological authority for Chapter 8, and the full 

transcripts of these can be found in Appendix J. A focused approach to the 

sources of data collection was chosen for the information used in Chapter 8, 

which examines the concepts of professionalism, expertise and archaeological 

authority relating to the use of social media and participatory technologies, 

including an examination of the issues of organisational reputation. The 

organisations that participated in the email questionnaires were specifically 

targeted, and a small number of leading UK archaeological organisations were 



84 
 

approached to take part in this area of data collection. Eight organisations were 

chosen, because of their high profile within UK archaeology both online and 

offline; their regular involvement with archaeological news-sharing through 

their Internet presence; their recognised archaeological reputation; for the 

majority, their national significance; and the quantity of followers and 

interactions that these organisations demonstrated on their social media 

platforms. An overview of the respondents amongst the invited organisations is 

outlined below. 

 

3.4.1 Archaeosoup Productions 

Archaeosoup Productions69 is a privately owned educational enterprise based in 

the north of England, “which seeks to increase public awareness of archaeology 

and our remarkable shared heritage” (Archaeosoup Productions 2012). The 

company offers a range of online services, including videos, educational 

downloads, and an archaeological news website, as well as 'real-life' educational 

activities and a digital media production and outreach consultancy. Archaeosoup 

is an active user of social media platforms, and, apart from the main website, has 

an active Facebook page, a Twitter account, and a dedicated YouTube channel 

with over 1000 subscribers and a blog. All of the Archaeosoup social media 

platforms are branded and linked to and from their main website. 

 

3.4.2. Big Heritage 

Big Heritage is a heritage social enterprise based in the Wirral, Merseyside, and 

works with a number of different organisations. These include schools and 

universities, museums and heritage sites or history and archaeology societies. 

Big Heritage provide a range of activities and services, including primary school 

workshops tailored for the UK national curriculum, public outreach projects, 
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community archaeology projects, support for grant applications for heritage 

organisations, and heritage-themed corporate training. The organisation is an 

active user of social media platforms, has an active Facebook page, Twitter 

account, blog, Pinterest site, and has created films for their Vimeo and YouTube 

accounts (Big Heritage 2014). 

3.4.3. British Archaeological Jobs and Resources 

British Archaeological Jobs and Resources,70 known to most archaeologists as 

BAJR (pronounced ‘badger’), is a privately run archaeological organisation, 

providing a variety of information, advocacy and support services to the 

archaeological community and members of the public. The website states that 

the organisation is, “an independent voice for the workers in archaeology and 

heritage, providing advice and protection on an informal basis, empowering the 

workers with facts and data concerning all aspects from Health and Safety to 

Employee Rights” (British Archaeological Jobs and Resources 2014). The 

organisation is active across two websites. The main BAJR website has job 

listings, links and resources, and an active discussion forum. The Past Horizons 

website71 is an online magazine-style project, with a web shop for archaeological 

tools, and this magazine is the main vehicle for the organisation to share the 

latest archaeological news. Both brands have an active Facebook page and 

Twitter account. 

 

3.4.4. Council for British Archaeology 

The Council for British Archaeology (CBA)72 is a UK-based educational charity, 

founded in 1944. The charity aims to provide opportunities for people to get 

involved in archaeology and to “promote the appreciation and care of the 

historic environment for the benefit of present and future generations” (Council 

for British Archaeology 2012). It is the largest voluntary archaeology 
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organisation in the UK, with a network of local and regional groups and a staff 

team of 19. It operates in a number of areas: coordinating the annual national 

Festival of Archaeology in July; coordinating the Young Archaeologists Club 

network for 8-17 year olds; publishing the popular magazine British Archaeology; 

advocacy, championing public and community archaeology projects throughout 

the UK; and it also publishes books and guides. The organisation has an official 

Twitter account, and Facebook page, and the CBA director also has a popular, 

albeit unofficial, Twitter account. 

 

3.4.5. English Heritage Archaeology section 

The English Heritage (EH) Archaeology section is part of English Heritage, the 

Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England, an executive non-

departmental body funded through the Department for Culture, Media and Sport 

(English Heritage 2014b). Established in 1983, it has responsibility for over 400 

significant historical and archaeological sites in England taken into state 

guardianship. EH is responsible for giving advice on conservation, registering 

and protecting the historic environment and maintaining a public archive of 

archaeological and architectural records and associated photographs, the EH 

Archive, formerly known as the National Monuments Record (English Heritage 

2014b). The EH Archaeology section has its own dedicated Twitter feed, 

managed by the Archaeological Information Systems Department. 

 

3.4.6. Portable Antiquities Scheme 

The PAS73 was established in 1997 by the then Department for National Heritage 

- now the Department for Culture, Media and Sport - and is currently run as part 

of the British Museum Department of Portable Antiquities and Treasure. The 

Scheme operates in England and Wales, and describes itself as a “partnership 
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project which records archaeological objects found by the public in order to 

advance our understanding of the past” (Portable Antiquities Scheme 2013). The 

project records archaeological objects - 'portable antiquities' - found by members 

of the public, most often through metal detecting, and makes the information 

available on a national online database accessible through the Scheme website.74 

The PAS also undertakes outreach work through the project team of Finds 

Liaison Officers, and facilitates academic research into the recorded finds. The 

Scheme has a dedicated ICT Adviser (who was one of the supervisors for this 

doctoral research), and the organisation is active on a number of social media 

platforms linked to the main website, including accounts on Twitter, Facebook, 

Flickr, YouTube and Pinterest. 

 

3.4.7. RESCUE - The British Archaeological Trust 

RESCUE 75 is a British charitable organisation founded in 1971, “committed to 

the protection, conservation, recording and interpretation of archaeological 

evidence - often the only evidence - of all our pasts” (RESCUE: The British 

Archaeological Trust 2014). RESCUE campaigns and advocates on a variety of 

heritage issues, most recently the closure of local and regional museums, and the 

impact of local government austerity measures on Historic Environment Records. 

The organisation has an active Facebook account, and uses the Twitter platform. 

 

3.4.8. The Royal Commission on Ancient and Historical 

Monuments of Scotland 

The Royal Commission on Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland 

(RCAHMS)76 was founded in 1908, and is a non-departmental body of the 

Scottish Government, funded through public money. It is responsible for 
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strategic survey and recording of the historic and built environment of Scotland 

and the management and maintenance of a national collection of written 

records, manuscripts and photographs relating to Scotland's maritime history, 

industrial past, built environment and archaeology (Royal Commission on 

Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland 2014). The organisation makes 

much of this data available through its website in digital format via the 

Commission’s interface, the Computer Application for National MOnuments (sic) 

Record Enquiries, or Canmore.77 Canmore also has facility for the public to 

contribute and upload information and images to the national collection, 

through 'MyCanmore', via the Flickr API.78 The organisation also uses Facebook 

and Twitter accounts. The Commission’s five-year plan includes commitments to 

“widen digital access to information on Scotland’s places, making it more 

interactive and an integral part of the burgeoning world-wide network of 

cultural heritage data” (Royal Commission on Ancient and Historical Monuments 

of Scotland 2014b). 

All organisations involved in the survey have ongoing real-life projects, and their 

web presences are active and thriving, although some are at different life-stages, 

as outlined in Chapter 8. These organisations are not directly comparable in 

terms of size, staffing levels or budgets. Some, such as Archaeosoup, and BAJR 

are one or two-person operations, privately funded, with limited roles and 

boundaries within the archaeological sector; others, such as the RCAHMS, EH 

and the CBA, are publicly funded and nationally recognised institutions with a 

large number of staff and broad participation in archaeological and heritage 

activities across the UK. 

Data collection for this particular area of research was completed through a ten-

question survey, emailed to each of the organisations, directly to a named 

correspondent with whom prior discussion had taken place about their 

participation in my research on this subject, either via email, or in person at 

conferences and workshops in the UK. These questionnaires also allowed an 
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element of clarification, as there could be a simple email exchange to clarify any 

points or queries afterwards. Because the main research aim for the subject of 

archaeological authority online was to understand how these issues are dealt 

with from an organisational perspective, the data-gathering process did not 

include formal or informal interviewing in the data collection methodology for 

this chapter. I was especially conscious of the limitations in time for participation 

in this research on the part of all participants. The data collection method was 

also limited by the geographic spread of the case studies, across the UK, with 

some members of staff that were not easy to tie down to one location in their 

busy schedules. The cost of travelling to each organisational location would also 

be prohibitive, and take up valuable time, both for myself and the organisations 

participating in the study. 

The use of email and a written series of predetermined survey questions seemed 

the best data-gathering tool under these circumstances, for a variety of reasons. 

This method would elicit responses that would allow the participants to consider 

their responses over a period of time; further communication could take place at 

asynchronous times, rather than during one short interview period; the flexibility 

of an email survey would allow the participants to frame their responses in the 

way they saw fit, without direction by further questioning, which would be 

revelatory about their thoughts on the subject of archaeological authority in their 

work; and it would allow for an unlimited response, as the participants were 

informed that they could answer with as little or as much detail as they chose. 

Within a structured interview format, these freedoms would have been curtailed. 

 

3.5 Quantitative Data Collection 

Research into the quantity and range of digital public archaeology projects for 

this thesis, outlined in Chapter 5, took place over the period of two months, 

October to December, each year, from 2010 to 2013, and built on information 

about community and voluntary archaeology projects in the UK initially provided 

by the CBA from their 2010 community archaeology report. This data-gathering 
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exercise was constructed in order to collate a list of the number of projects in 

each country within the United Kingdom, their funding status, the type of media 

represented by each project - i.e. blog, website, Twitter account, Facebook page 

and other social media platforms, and a snapshot of the number of followers or 

members on these sites on the day of assessment. This research deliberately 

adopted a broad approach to possible definitions and understandings of ‘public’ 

and ‘community’ archaeology, and indeed the definition of ‘archaeology’ itself. 

Following the example of the CBA research report (2010), and because of the 

difficulties and the deceptiveness, of imposing strict disciplinary boundaries, the 

study included in its remit any voluntary groups that have conducted research 

into the physical remains of the past, whether or not they specifically include the 

term ‘archaeology’ in their organisation’s name. This included many groups 

whose primary interest is in specialist areas such as railway heritage, social 

history and community heritage. After discussion with the CBA Community 

Archaeology Support Officer in 2010 about the boundaries of their research 

framework, I opted to include any website, blog or social media presence that 

included information about public participation or community archaeology in 

any area of the archaeology sector. The first survey in 2010 took place at the 

very beginning of the research process for this thesis, and was intended to be a 

pilot. Therefore, this survey only included England and Wales, and omitted the 

Crown Dependencies, Northern Ireland and Scotland. The data were gathered 

with the help of the then CBA Community Archaeology Support Officer, Dr Suzie 

Thomas, who was able to assist in this research by contacting her database of 

2030 known community archaeology and heritage projects in the UK, which had 

been collated during the production of their 2010 report and providing a list of 

community archaeology projects with websites. 

The types of projects included in the survey were chosen because the 

organisation was involved with some form of public archaeology activity. This 

ranged from the provision of information about local and regional archaeology 

society lectures; site visits; schools sessions; community fieldwork, walkover 

surveys and excavation; using social media tools such as Twitter, Facebook or 
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Flickr photo management sites for outreach; excavation or project blogs; films; 

pod casts; downloadable reports written for a non-professional audience, or 

downloadable presentations. An online and offline search was undertaken for 

every known digital public archaeology project that could be found in 

community, local and regional archaeology societies, universities, local authority 

archaeology departments, HLF funded projects and UK-based commercial 

archaeology companies, including those registered as educational trusts and 

those registered as commercial enterprises. Online projects that did not include 

an element of public archaeology, did not offer public access to information 

about archaeological projects or did not present data online were not included in 

the collated survey. The collation did not include any websites from the 

commercial archaeology sector that only provided information about their 

commercial archaeology services. However, it did include those commercial 

archaeology organisations that provide online information about excavation 

diaries, excavation open-days, finds-handling sessions, professionally led schools 

sessions, adult education, outreach or specialist community heritage services. 

This information was also supplemented with a spreadsheet database of public 

archaeology projects provided by David Connolly, the owner of the British 

Archaeological Jobs and Resources (BAJR) web resource. The BAJR resource is 

has a high profile amongst professional archaeologists, not least because it is the 

main place to find and post archaeological job vacancies, and it also acts as a 

central place for discussion and online networking through its online Federation 

Forum. The BAJR website provides a series of searchable online datasets that 

cover UK Community Archaeology projects, local archaeology societies, local 

authority archaeology curators, commercial archaeological contractors and other 

heritage organisations (British Archaeological Jobs and Resources 2014). 

Alongside the information from BAJR, I also undertook an online search for 

Local History societies, through the website Local History Online (Local History 

Online 2014). The 2010 CBA research had suggested that a growing number of 

Local History societies were also involved in activities relating to archaeology, 

industrial heritage or standing buildings. The Local History Online (LHO) 
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website is owned and managed by the Local History Magazine, which maintains 

an online database of information and contact details for local and family history 

societies (Local History Online 2014). The LHO website defines Local History 

societies that are considered active in archaeological activities as any group or 

society that takes an active role in the provision of archaeological lectures, day 

trips or meetings; undertook archaeological geophysical survey work, field 

walking or excavation; undertook artefact processing, or undertook standing 

building recording or cemetery surveys. Where a website was not included in the 

data provided by BAJR, CBA and LHO, a final search was made by using the 

Google search engine with the organisation name found on the resources 

provided by the CBA and BAJR. The Google search engine was also used to 

search for public archaeology projects by county and region using the search 

terms “community”, “heritage” “archaeology”, “project” and “society”. This was 

supplemented by extensive web searches, using the contact information found 

on the websites belonging to; the CBA Regional Groups;79 EH archaeology 

section;80 the IfA;81 the Association of Local Government Archaeology Officers 

(ALGAO);82 the Royal Commission on Ancient and Historical Monuments for 

Wales (RCAHMW)83 and Cadw,84 the Welsh Government’s historic environment 

service. 

Where organisations were using more than one platform, such as a website, a 

blog, and a Facebook page, these were recorded separately on the spreadsheet, 

but counted as one single existence of a 'web presence' in the final project count 

figure. If no evidence of use of social media platform was found on the main 

website, a second Google search was made with the addition of a social media 

category such as Twitter. The Unique Resource Locators (URLs), project names 

and locations were recorded, and screen shots were saved from each individual 

                                                           
79

 http://new.archaeologyuk.org/join-a-cba-group 
80

 http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/professional/research/archaeology/ 
81

 http://www.archaeologists.net/ 
82

 http://www.algao.org.uk/ 
83

 http://www.rcahmw.gov.uk/ 
84

 http://cadw.wales.gov.uk/?lang=en 



93 
 

website, project and platform using the web browser research tool Zotero.85 All 

the data were recorded on an Excel spreadsheet and was recorded by region, 

and sub-divided into counties where appropriate. 

 

3.6 Qualitative Research and Grounded Theory 

Qualitative research is an umbrella term that covers various approaches with 

different theoretical assumptions according to what is being studied and the 

methodology used. Glaser and Strauss first proposed Grounded Theory, a 

research method for the analysis of qualitative research, in 1967. According to 

them, Grounded Theory facilitates “the discovery of theory from data” (Glaser & 

Strauss, 1967, 1). The use of Grounded Theory is most appropriate when “the 

study of social interactions or experiences aims to explain a process, rather than 

to test or verify an existing theory” (Lingard et al 2008, 459). The overarching 

aims of using a Grounded Theory approach to data analysis for this thesis is not 

to answer specific research questions within the paradigm of an existing 

hypothesis (Pickard 2013, 181) but to engage in a process of discovery, 

reflection and observation of the activities, attitudes and areas of importance to 

participants in the provision of online public archaeology projects, as well as the 

consumption of these media as part of the activity of archaeological community 

formation within the context of social media (Charmaz 1995; Charmaz 2006). 

The Grounded Theory approach was selected for this research because of the 

flexibility the approach offers for the researcher to generate new concepts that 

would explain the behaviour of participants and organisations across a series of 

Internet platforms and online behaviours that would also acknowledge my own 

interactions within the field of online public archaeology. 

The two founders of Grounded Theory have taken different and conflicting paths 

in the developments of their theoretical approaches to Grounded Theory since 

their publication of The Discovery of Grounded Theory in 1967. Glaser’s (1978; 
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1992; 1998) methodology focusses on the “emergence” of theory from the data 

collected (Glaser 1992, 122) and what Glaser termed “theoretical sensitivity” 

(1978). The approach of Strauss (1987) and Strauss and Corbin (1990; 1997; 

1998) is a more systematic approach to constant data comparison and 

conceptual description (Strauss & Corbin 1997; Strauss & Corbin 1998; Pickard 

2013) 

Grounded Theory is based on discovering concepts and relationship in raw data 

and then organizing these into an explanatory scheme, which occurs as a 

simultaneous process in the “data collection and analysis phases of the research” 

(Charmaz 1995, 28). When using the Grounded Theory methodology the 

researcher starts with a very basic framework of the research question and a 

non-linear approach, moving through data collection and analysis as an iterative 

process, guides the sampling methods and data collection activities (Pickard 

2013, 182). This is because, when using Grounded Theory approach, the 

researcher should aim to be free of preconceptions and focused solely on 

discovery of processes and conditions as they emerge from the data (Charmaz 

2006; Pickard 2013). Clearly, some tacit knowledge is required by the researcher 

to sense what is important within the data that is being scrutinised. An initial 

focus, rather than a hypothesis, is therefore inevitable but this should neither 

direct nor constrain the research process (Guba & Lincoln 1989; Gorman & 

Clayton 2005; Pickard 2013). Theory development and conceptualisations 

emerge from interactions with the evidence, and are refined as the data is 

iteratively examined and analysed and theory emerges at the end, not the 

beginning, of the study (Eisenhardt 1989; Pickard 2013). 

The coding scheme used to analyse the data collected for this thesis was 

developed with the qualitative text analysis software Nvivo86 and followed a 

Grounded Theory approach to data analysis (Glaser & Strauss 1967; Pickard 

2013). Nvivo is a computer software analysis package developed by Qualitative 

Solutions and Research Pty Ltd, designed to handle qualitative data for research, 

and process, code and analyse data, including that collected from social media 
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platforms (QSR International 2014). The data were collated and compared, 

grouped according to themes arising from the results, and these were further 

refined in an iterative process until no further refinement or comparison was 

possible. This then produced the qualitative summaries of the data results 

discussed throughout this thesis. 

 

3.7 Scope and Discussion 

The data collection method for this research was chosen to elicit as much data as 

possible from people actively engaged and working in the production of publicly 

consumed content and dialogue in the archaeological sector. The aim of the data 

collection process was to gather descriptive, exploratory information and analyse 

these from a Grounded Theory perspective, rather than test hypotheses or create 

an explicit theory. However, it is important to note that there are limitations to 

the methods chosen to answer the research questions. The continued growth and 

interest in participatory media, driven by the factors outlined in Chapter 2.6, 

within the UK archaeological sector, creates an immediate capacity issue. During 

a period of time in which there is a steady adoption of social media and Internet 

technologies for public engagement, the use of online surveys can only capture 

qualitative data accurate at a fixed point in time, and policies and provision of 

digital public archaeology projects are subject to rapid change. The data 

collected on the number and type of digital projects in the UK, discussed in 

Chapter 5, were subject to rapid change, as websites changed URLs, 

organisations adopted other social media platforms, and platforms were 

abandoned or deleted. 

Some of the issues with the data collection and processing methods for this 

thesis are not simply a result of sample difficulties or method of data capture. 

Twitter should be a particularly useful source of social media data, since there is 

a large archive of public tweets concerned with archaeology topics, news or 

events. However, it is only possible to access data that Twitter’s “proprietary and 

frequently changing API will provide” (Burgess & Bruns 2012). It was my 
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original intention to use data from the Twitter feed using third-party 

applications that used the Twitter API during the period of the three surveys in 

2011, 2012 and 2013, in order to collect and analyse tweets that included the 

terms “archaeology”, “public archaeology”, “archeology” (the US spelling) and 

“heritage”. In 2011, for the first survey, I had hoped to use information collected 

in the Web Ecology Project's 140 Kit dataset to analyse the use of these terms on 

the Twitter platform. The Web Ecology Project and the 140 Kit were developed 

from collaboration at the Center for Internet and Society at Harvard Law School 

and was “one of the very first research efforts into the cultural and political 

influence as expressed via Twitter” (Watters 2011). 140 Kit offered researchers 

access to its own datasets of Twitter 'scrapes' free of charge, and had collected, 

analysed and distributed 85 million Tweets according to their website (Web 

Ecology Project 2011). However, because of changes to the Twitter API from 

February 2011, users of 140 Kit were no longer permitted to export Twitter data 

for any purpose, even for non-profit academic research (Web Ecology Project 

2011). 

In the subsequent years, Twitter has announced frequent changes to their terms 

of service and restrictions to their API, which governs how third parties interact 

with Twitter's servers (McNamara 2013; Twitter 2014a). This restricted the 

ability of third party data collection sites, such as 140 Kit,87 Twit Cleaner88 or 

Twapperkeeper89 to maintain web apps or redistribute content to researchers 

(McNamara 2013). The motivation behind Twitter's change of direction for their 

API may be related to their desire to maintain direct control of their data, and 

exploit this for commercial gain. The result of these frequent changes to the 

Twitter API rules limits further development of API-based third-party tools which 

support “consumer engagement activities… in order to boost the use of its own 

end-user interfaces” (Burgess & Brun 2012). Conversely, this limitation supports 

the development of “consumer analytics” and “business analytics” as well as 

“business engagement” tools, and focuses further on the commercial potential of 
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the platform (Twitter 2014a). In order to access this information now, Twitter 

requires researchers instead to subscribe to one of three official data resellers, 

Datasift,90 Gnip91 or NTT DATA92 (which concentrates on the Japanese market) 

(Twitter 2014b). Of the two officially sanctioned Twitter data resellers that have 

global coverage, both aggregate social media data from a number of social 

media platforms, which includes Twitter. No clear information is available on 

their websites regarding prices for access to their commercially available Twitter 

data feeds for academic users (Datasift 2014; Gnip 2014). In 2011, it was 

reported that Gnip’s charges for the full feed of 100 per cent of data streams 

relating to specific search requests costs approximately $2000 per month with a 

levy of $0.10 per 1000 Tweets delivered (Warden 2011). As of January 2014, 

Datasift reports that their pricing starts at $0.20 per unit of data, rising to $3000 

per month for their business plan, which allows unlimited access to the full 

Twitter data stream (Datasift 2014). As of January 2014, Gnip is less specific 

about their pricing, offering custom quotes depending on usage, with prices 

starting at $500 (Gnip 2014). In February 2014, Twitter announced they were 

providing data grants for non-commercial research in a pilot project, which may 

make future access to these data easier for academics, although at the point of 

writing, further information on the future direction of this project was 

unavailable.93 

In an attempt to examine the reach of the tweets sent as part of the hashtags 

#pubarch, #archaeology, #archeology and #heritage, I also explored the use of 

the third-party application TweetReach. 94 TweetReach allows users to “to 

analyse tweets about your hashtag, brand name or URL; get in-depth social 

analytics on reach, exposure, tweets and contributors” (TweetReach 2014). 

Essentially, the application measures the impact of tweets by analysing the 

number of Twitter accounts that discuss and retweet information (TweetReach 

2014). However, after obtaining a quote for a historical analysis of these 
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hashtags, for use at student rates, it was found to cost $4999 per year per report 

(B Rowden 2013, pers. comm. 6 November). The prices for access to the official 

data resellers or for TweetReach puts access to the official Twitter stream out of 

the reach of most researchers and institutions and certainly beyond the scope of 

this research. As a result, the data sources for this research were necessarily 

restricted to those that were free to use and easy to access. These included 

published material that related to the subject within archaeology, project 

websites and associated accessible social media platforms, and unpublished data 

from the HLF, which was kindly shared with me on request. 

The research area of this thesis would have been a good opportunity to use 

social network analysis tools to explore and visualise the phenomena of 

professional archaeological networks, discussed in Chapters 6 and 7. However, it 

was difficult to find training on how to use the software to create these social 

network visualisations, and I have limited programming experience and 

dyscalculia (a form of number dyslexia), so it was only in the final months of the 

write-up of this thesis that I began to explore the use of these technologies. 

Unfortunately, this was too late to be included in this doctoral research, 

although this is an interesting and valuable area for future exploration of the 

subject of digital public archaeology. 

Relevant findings and analysis from the entire series of surveys and 

questionnaires undertaken for this have been woven throughout the subsequent 

chapters. An archive of the full results of the surveys, email questionnaires, and 

spreadsheets containing the quantitative data collection has been provided in the 

appendices A to L that can be found on the accompanying CD-ROM. Chapter 4, 

“The Impact of Digital Inequalities on Public Archaeology Online”, presents a 

selection of evidence, using the research methods outlined in this chapter, as 

well as those from a number of other agencies and organisations. This chapter 

illustrates the impact of Internet and social media platforms for UK 

archaeological organisations, the issues of digital exclusion and digital literacies 

that are relevant for public archaeology projects, and the impact these issues 
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have on the development of online methods of communication about 

archaeological subjects. 
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CHAPTER 4: THE IMPACT OF DIGITAL INEQUALITIES ON 

PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY ONLINE 

…how ready is our collections information for the (information) 
super highway? I suspect the answer is that a lot of it is not ready for 
the mud track or even the occasionally trodden grassy path! (Schadla-
Hall 1996). 

 

This chapter explores the impact of inequalities in access and use of Internet and 

social media platforms in the UK. Section 4.1 discusses the impact of growth of 

the Internet from the 1970s on society and culture, and the evolution from what 

has been termed Web 1.0 to Web 2.0. Section 4.2 examines the potential 

application of participatory Internet technologies for public archaeology. Section 

4.3 discusses the concept of techno-scepticism and techno-utopianism relating to 

public archaeology online. It will critique the claims for the transformative 

power of the Internet for public archaeology (McDavid 2004; Newman 2009; 

Richardson 2009; Colwell-Chanthaphonh et al 2011). Section 4.4 considers the 

importance of understanding the effect of these existing inequalities on the 

participants and audience for UK archaeological organisations that undertake 

public archaeology projects online. Section 4.5 examines the issues of 

information retrieval and the impact of search engines. Section 4.6 discusses the 

demographics of Internet use in the UK, and Section 4.7 examines the 

demographic profile of the audiences for archaeological information in the UK. 

Section 4.8 discusses the impact of trolling and online abuse, and Section 4.9 

considers dispositional barriers to online participation. This chapter will examine 

the issues of digital exclusion that are specific to archaeology and, most 

importantly, impact on the development of an inclusive, stakeholder-driven 

public archaeology practice using online platforms and methods of 

communication. It will include the results from a series of online surveys and 

netnographic observations undertaken during this research and outlined in 

Chapter 3. I will explore the effects of wider issues related to network access, 

educational and Information and Communications Technology (ICT) literacies 
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and inequalities in the digital world, and discuss how these issues can and do 

have serious impact on the practice of a participatory public archaeology 

through online engagement. 

 

4.1 The Growth of Internet Technologies 

In the first decade of the 21st century, Internet and mobile technologies 

underwent many important technical, social and cultural developments and 

became culturally normalised, routine and socially embedded in Western 

societies (Lievrouw 2004; Haddon 2006; Silverstone 2006). The technological 

developments of the past forty years have fundamentally refocused the 

significance of digital communication in everyday social, cultural, economic and 

political life (Lievrouw 2012; Elton & Carey 2013). There has also been a critical 

cultural shift in the study and understanding of how and where we use the 

Internet, and what we use it for (Lievrouw 2012; Thumim 2012). The greatest 

impact of these technological developments for communications has been in the 

field of social relationships and social networking. The ongoing development of 

mass communications through Internet technologies has integrated both 

different modalities of communication (reciprocal interaction, broadcasting, 

individual reference-searching, group discussion, person/machine interaction) 

and different kinds of content (text, video, images, and audio) into a single 

medium (Rhinegold 1993; Turkle 1997; Lievroux & Livingstone 2002; Shirky 

2008; Thumim 2012). 

Communal (if not community) activities and interactions have been an 

important development since even the earliest days of the Internet, from 

ARPANET to Usenet, email and social media (Naughton 2000; Banks 2008; 

Elton & Carey 2013). The critical shift in the use of these technologies can be 

seen in the evolution from what have been termed Web 1.0 technologies to Web 

2.0 platforms and the accompanying social and cultural attitudes (DiNucci 1999; 

O’Reilly 2005; Flew 2008). Technologies and websites labelled as ‘Web 1.0’ are, 

and have been, typically dominated by the presentation of static web pages 
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containing hyperlinked content which are provided, curated and maintained by 

the website owner/owners, a ‘top-down’ approach to communication (O’Reilly 

2005; Cormode & Krishnamurthy 2008; Flew 2008). These websites were 

created to facilitate information seeking, the consumption of site content and 

support a more passive involvement with the web (Cormode & Krishnamurthy 

2008). The next stage of technical development to ‘Web 2.0’ and what have been 

termed social media or new media has been created through the development of 

an Internet of technologies created to enable community-building, participation, 

and sharing and information creation (O’Reilly 2005; Flew 2008). These 

technical developments have been supported by the growing ubiquity of mobile 

smartphones, tablet devices and laptops alongside public access to computers in 

libraries and other communal facilities, mobile and wireless technologies, as well 

as fast broadband connections in both the home and workplace. 

By supporting and encouraging participation and community activities online, 

the use and availability of these Web 2.0 technologies seemed destined to 

transform the nature of access to, and exchange of, information (Barlow 1996; 

Surowiecki 2005; O’Reilly 2005; Brabham 2008; Oinas-Kukkonen 2008; Shirky 

2008). The rapid evolution of digital technologies appeared to offer hope of 

eliminating inequalities in participation in society, politics and the economy, and 

further share the benefits of crowd-sourcing and crowd-funding, through the 

ability to harness the collective intelligence of the online ‘crowd’ - or at least 

their bank balance (Surowiecki 2005; DigVentures 2014). The rise of 

participatory media and instant communication through social media platforms 

would also have a deep and enduring effect on the conduct of politics and 

journalism, and a real and imagined impact on society and culture. If we were to 

believe the media hyperbole, real-time international communications by 

ordinary people, through social media platforms, were capable of bringing down 

rogue governments, exposing political corruption and ending state-sanctioned 

violence in North Africa, the Middle East and elsewhere (Ambinder 2009; 

Kaminsky 2009; Eltahawy 2010; Zia-Ebrahimi 2010; Bennett & Segerburg 2011; 

Orr 2011; Bennett & Segerburg 2012). The Internet of Web 2.0 technologies 
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have created both opportunities and space for discussion, comment and action 

on political events irrespective of geographic location or social status, and have 

facilitated interactions between institutions and the public. The versatility of 

these digital media may eventually render plausible the various popular claims 

that these technologies can and will be implicated in many kinds of social and 

cultural change, perhaps more deeply than the advent of television or radio, or 

even the printing press five hundred years ago (Dimaggio et al 2001; O’Reilly 

2005; Shirky 2008; Coleman & Ross 2010). 

 

4.2 The Potential Application of Internet Technologies in Public 

Archaeology 

Digital technologies appear to offer archaeological communities, individuals and 

organisations in the UK the potential to access, create and share a wide variety 

of previously privileged information. Although public participation has been 

integrated into UK planning policy and the planning process since the 1969 

publication of the Sheffington Committee on Public Participation in Planning 

(Warburton 1997), there has been an increase in visible political commitment 

and statutory support for public involvement and the inclusion of lay people and 

communities in decisions on planning, sustainable development and local 

heritage since the coalition government took power in 2010 (Department for 

Communities and Local Government 2012). The wider impacts of public 

participation in heritage issues have both economic and social benefits, as 

previously discussed in Chapter 2. In a political and social culture which has 

nurtured opportunities for citizen participation in many public arenas for 

decades, there has been a growing need, and often a mandatory requirement of 

grant-funded project evaluation or membership of professional organisations, for 

the digital dissemination of information, publications, educational resources, 

datasets, and images (Archaeological Data Service 2010; Heritage Lottery Fund 

2012; Institute of Archaeologists 2012a). This need is often as a result of 

compulsory requirements for grant funding and impact assessment, and an 
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increasing emphasis within these public bodies and professional archaeological 

organisations on being visibly accountable to the public, enabled though the use 

of Internet technologies. 

Those archaeologists that have written from a ‘techno-utopian’ perspective 

(McDavid 1997; McDavid 1998; Wolle & Tringham 2000; McDavid 2004; 

Richardson 2009; Morgan & Eve 2012; Bauer 2013) have claimed that these 

technologies are able to foster multi-vocality in the support of new dialogue and 

understanding between the expert and the public in archaeology. These authors 

have argued that these technologies allow both the expert and non-professional 

to present and encourage new interpretations, establish and develop 

relationships through web-based communications and support representations of 

community-constructed archaeological knowledge whilst subverting the creation 

and sharing of archaeological data from structural control, and redistributing 

access to cultural resources. Yet, ironically, there have been few critical 

perspectives on the use of these technologies, not least in the field of 

archaeology, beyond critique of inequalities related to access to information 

technologies and academic resources for analysis and fieldwork (Hodder 1999; 

Chapman 2003) and specifically public archaeology, since the first academic 

approach to engagement with this subject in the late 1990s (McDavid 1997; 

McDavid 1998; McDavid 2004). 

From the perspective of social inequalities, the rise of social media technologies 

initially appeared to offer communities and individuals the potential to improve 

the quality of their lives and expand their social networks, regardless of identity, 

location or education. Instead, this chapter will argue that technological 

utopianism has no place in public archaeology without an understanding of the 

audience for digital engagement. This chapter will argue that the impact of these 

techno-utopian ideals on the practice and perception of new methods for ‘doing’ 

public archaeology has created a number of distractions for those archaeological 

practitioners who wish to engage with the wider public through digital 

technologies. The digital inequalities outlined here are vital for all community-

facing practitioners to consider, within or outside archaeology, and not least 
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when carried out under the umbrella of activities relating to co-curation, multi-

vocality, or widening participation commitments, or by means of grant-funded 

projects to promote inclusive practice in public engagement with heritage issues. 

 

4.3 The Internet and Techno-Utopianism 

The perceptions of Internet use, digital communications and discourses about 

‘new’ and ‘social’ media are slowly shifting from an “emphasis on possibility, 

novelty, adaptability and openness toward current preoccupations with risk, 

conflict, vulnerability, routinization, stability, and control” (Lievrouw 2012, 

617). Ascribing revolutionary, democratising and equalising qualities to the 

Internet is considered by many to be a misleading ideology and this has been 

called a useful smokescreen for “informational capitalism”, where “individual 

users can freely copy and distribute digitised corporate content, and corporations 

can freely copy and distribute digitised user-generated content” (O'Neil 2009, 

23). At the most extreme end of this ‘techno-scepticism’, it has been argued that 

Web 2.0 technologies have smothered individual creativity at the expense of 

unpaid digital ‘serfs’ who upload their content and creative products for free 

(Lanier 2006; Lanier 2010). Consumers of Internet technologies are encouraged, 

and even expected, to provide publicly accessible content - ranging from citizen 

journalism via blogs, sharing films and photos via YouTube95 or Flickr,96 to 

updating personal information such as their geographic location via 

Foursquare,97 Twitter98 or Facebook.99 Consumer-participants are encouraged to 

make ample personal information available to various Web 2.0 platform owners 

on a daily basis, which can then be used to tailor advertising and attract 

advertising revenue (Ritzer & Jurgenson 2010; Fuchs 2011; Lovnik 2011; Fuchs 

2013). Consumers of social media keen to extend their interpersonal 

communications and respond to their social network can be used for “advancing 
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the logic of capital accumulation” (O’Neil 2009, 21). This is often with the 

willing cooperation and endorsement of these 

consumers/producers/participators/audiences (Allen 2008, 7). 

The powerful central argument of Morozov’s (2011) polemic The Internet 

Delusion is that Internet technologies are not pro-democracy; they are not 

inherently emancipatory; they do not create equality by the simple fact of their 

existence and availability. As Morozov has argued, a combination of utopianism 

and reluctance to delve deeper into the social mechanics behind Internet 

technologies have prevented us from shining a light into these darker corners of 

Internet technologies and critically assessing their impact on all aspects of 

culture and society. Although digital and mobile technologies do offer potential 

benefits and are actively used by billions of people worldwide, the various 

political, commercial and technical subtleties of these platforms and interactions 

do not necessarily act to promote the public interest. The Internet is dominated 

by capitalist, political, and commercial interests (Introna & Nissenbaum 2000; 

Segev 2008; Fuchs 2013). The appropriation of the Internet by commercial 

forces has re-territorialised potentially subversive anti-market user-generated 

content (Castells 1996; Petersen 2008; Fuchs 2013). 

Archaeological organisations with staff that can write code and access their own 

server space can create, amend, adjust and generate truly original content. For 

example, the PAS and Digital Digging100 are able to undertake their own digital 

projects led by ICT-experienced staff. Those organisations and individuals who 

cannot do this must instead manage their own content on platforms and in 

formats created and maintained by other people and organisations. The benefits 

of this information landscape are not available to all, and the effect of these 

technologies for promoting equality in society may indeed seem to be more of a 

“romantic's dream” (Juel 2012, 767). Internet and communication technologies 

also perpetuate social divides and generate and actively promote hierarchy and 

inequalities, and this is no less apparent than within the use of social and 

                                                           
100

 http://digitaldigging.net/ 



107 
 

participatory media (Cammaerts 2008; O’Neil 2009; O’Neil 2010; Witte & 

Mannon 2010; Fuchs 2013). 

 

4.4 Digital Exclusion and Digital Divides 

The Internet itself, and the means through and by which people use it, has been 

the source of much debate about the implications of the Internet for social 

inequality (Hargittai 2002; Mossberger et al 2003; Nielsen 2006; Hargittai 2008; 

Hargittai & Hinnant 2008; Hargittai & Walejko 2008; Lewandowski 2008b; 

Mossberger et al 2008; Dobransky & Hargittai 2012; Oxford Internet Institute 

2012; Fuchs 2013). The work of Coleman and Ross (2010) has re-emphasised 

the point made by sociologist Castells, who stated that the significance of the 

Internet is such that “exclusion from these networks is one of the most damaging 

forms of exclusion in our society and in our culture” (2001, 3). Although the 

democratisation of online communication and production, thanks to social 

media platforms and tools such as blogs and wikis, has stretched the boundaries 

of participation and belonging, the Internet remains a place for those who have 

access and know how to use it to the best effect. In the last quarter of 2012, over 

seven million people in the UK were still without an Internet connection at home 

(Office for National Statistics 2012b). The greatest benefits of the rapid growth 

of Internet and mobile technologies are felt by those rich in technical knowledge 

and access to stable Internet connections and who can exploit the economic, 

communicative and networking opportunities made available. Any analysis of 

digital media communications needs to consider the structural and social context 

of these media and the affordances that these technologies offer in real life as 

well as online (Christensen 2011b, 156). What people can and cannot find, use 

or do on the Internet dictates what these technologies mean to them and what 

economic and social capital affordances these technologies deliver. 

Although the levels of digital exclusion have been in steady decline over the past 

decade, the number of people who are digitally excluded remains a significant 

concern (Champion for Digital Inclusion 2009; Clark 2012; Hargittai & Hsieh 
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2013). I would argue that any assumptions that the so-called digital divide is a 

simple matter of access to a computer with an Internet connection (or lack 

thereof) need careful unpicking - the inequalities propagated by the Internet are 

far more subtle and nuanced than a simple distinction between those that have 

access and those that do not. The inability to use the Internet results in exclusion 

from, for example, social relationships, the pursuit of leisure interests online, but 

most importantly it can be the cause of exclusion from participation in society, 

digital illiteracy and can lead to economic disadvantage. The digital divide is not 

just a case of not being on the Internet. As Mossberger et al (2003, 2) have made 

clear, to understand the so-called ‘‘digital divide,’’ we must first recognise the 

multi-dimensional aspects of technological exclusions that encompass ‘‘an access 

divide, a skills divide, an economic opportunity divide, and a democratic divide’’. 

The Internet itself is distorted in favour of those who speak a majority language 

used by the principal Internet platform and social media organisations. It places 

at an advantage those organisations that are wealthy in technical or economic 

resources through the mechanism of biased search engines. It benefits those 

members of the public who understand how to contribute to, and use, social 

media; those who are fluent in the unspoken rules of behaviour in online 

communities (both as communities of practice and of interest); those who know 

where and how to search for information efficiently; those who have access to 

information behind pay-walls; or those with an official academic identity that 

allows privileged access to the benefits of an institutional affiliation - digital 

libraries and journal subscriptions. Those who know how to use certain types of 

software; how to troubleshoot technical problems; how to protect personal 

privacy and remain safe online, and how to ascertain online credibility are all 

technically privileged. Those organisations and individuals in possession of this 

knowledge capital are also placed at an advantage by virtue of their ability to 

leverage these Internet technologies in promoting their own public archaeology 

activities, commercial expertise and scholarly opinions. The subject of 

archaeological ‘authority’ and its mediation online is explored further in Chapter 

8. 
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For the archaeological sector, interest in exploiting the Internet and mobile 

communication platforms together with the wider issues and implications of the 

social inequalities inherent in Internet technologies need careful consideration, 

especially in the context of those projects funded by the HLF and other heritage 

grant-awarding bodies that expect evidence for widening participation and 

impact. These issues and barriers include: inequalities of access to technology 

including hardware, software and connection speed; variability in ICT skills, 

technical ability and confidence with technology; the ability to access 

institutional and social support networks online; and the freedom and capability 

to use Internet technologies on demand. There are many subtle yet important 

factors at work that create digital divides and, as Witte & Mannon (2010, 5) and 

the UK Department for Business Innovation and Skills Skills for Life Survey 

(2011, 4) have highlighted, there are also significant differences in digital 

literacies and Internet competencies even amongst populations with access to 

computers. According to this research, one in six adults have literacy and 

numeracy levels that are below Entry Level 3 (equivalent to the UK national 

curriculum attainment at aged 9-11 (ibid, 20; National Institute of Adult 

Continuing Education 2011). The impact of these technologies is such that a lack 

of ICT skills or Internet access will not just affect the reception and consumption 

of information - opportunities for knowledge creation and participation are also 

affected (Anderson 2007). 

 

4.4.1 Internet Access: Connectivity 

Digital inequalities are compounded by a number of other factors. The ability to 

access the Internet will depend on the type of device and location of use: work-

based desktop PC, a tablet device or a laptop on the move, and whether one can 

access a reliable mobile broadband connection through a smartphone. An 

important factor in considering restraints on end-user activity is how fast and 

reliable their broadband speed is at home or work, the reliability of Wi-Fi 

reception in multiple locations and whether mobile broadband signals are steady 
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and consistent in the required location. According to Ofcom (Ofcom 2012a, 21), 

consumers with slower broadband speeds are being deterred from using services 

that require high-volume data usage such as high-definition Internet TV or large 

file downloads, and some services cannot be accessed at all on slow connections, 

such as HD video streaming. Downloading large files, using online TV services or 

voice-over-IP services such as Skype,101 could be unacceptably slow on these 

connections. For archaeological organisations using the full range of multi-media 

digital technologies, this information is important to evaluate in light of the 

potential audience and will impact on the level and extent of public 

participation. 

The increasing penetration of smartphones across society is indicated by Ofcom’s 

market research in early 2012 where 40 per cent of mobile users stated that they 

had accessed the Internet on their smartphone, implying that “there were 32.6 

million subscribers accessing the Internet on their mobile devices” (2012b, 318). 

Currently in the UK there are two predominant types of mobile network, 2G and 

3G, with high-speed 4G mobile services under development by Ofcom and which 

are currently only available in selective cities (BBC 2013a). 2G networks use 

GSM technology and provide voice calls, messaging and low-speed data services 

whereas 3G networks can provide higher-speed data services. 4G services were 

launched in 2012 and provide increased capacity and speed for data services in 

those areas where infrastructure exists (Ofcom 2012a, 27). 

Research by the BBC in 2013 indicated that 94 per cent of UK adults owned a 

mobile phone and that the ownership of smartphones is increasing (BBC 2013b). 

As the method through which people access the Internet is moving towards 

mobile, the ability to access websites through mobile devices will depend on 

signal strength, data transfer times and the affordability of access to data plans. 

With regards to broadband, the present UK government is committed to ensuring 

that by 2015 almost all premises in the UK will have access to a basic broadband 

Internet connection at 2Mbit/s through the Universal Service Commitment 

(Ofcom 2012, 1). According to this data, super-fast broadband is now available 
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from commercial providers to 65 per cent of UK premises, although only one in 

ten broadband connections are currently using super-fast broadband and 19 per 

cent of premises in rural areas have access at all (Ofcom 2012a, 2). The average 

broadband speed now stands at 12.7Mbit/s, an increase of 69 per cent from the 

7.5Mbit/s recorded in 2011 (Ofcom 2012a, 2). 

Ofcom estimates that 12.8 per cent of the UK by land area and 0.3 per cent of 

premises are in locations with a total lack of 2G mobile coverage, and 6.1 per 

cent of premises, are in areas where the 3G connection depends on the mobile 

phone network service operator - although 24.3 per cent of UK by land area is 

without 3G coverage at all (Ofcom 2012b). As the Department for Culture, 

Media and Sport (DCMS) states, these “not-spots” are generally in rural areas 

where it is not commercially viable for mobile network operators to provide their 

services due to low population or difficulty placing communications 

infrastructure (Department for Culture, Media and Sport 2012b). BT reports that 

it will have access to fibre broadband available in two-thirds of homes and 

businesses by 2015, but not for the final third that live in rural areas “that are 

hard-to-reach, or simply not commercially viable with private funding alone” (BT 

2014). The UK coalition government has committed £530 million towards 

capital expenditure costs through its Mobile Infrastructure Project to improve 

mobile coverage in these areas (Department for Culture, Media and Sport 2013). 

It remains to be seen whether this level of funding commitment remains in 

place, since further austerity measures within government departments are due 

to continue at least through to 2016 (HM Treasury 2013) and there have been 

accusations of central government mismanagement of the funding allocation 

process for this roll-out by both local government and telecoms companies in the 

UK.102 
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4.4.2 Case Study: The Cosmeston Archaeology Project 

The issue of access to an Internet connection during fieldwork had significant 

impact during the Cosmeston Archaeology Project, an excavation at the 

Cosmeston Medieval Village in the Vale of Glamorgan organised and run by the 

University of Cardiff during the summer of 2011. As part of the university’s 

public engagement programme, a number of undergraduate and postgraduate 

students from the Archaeology department took part in the Cosmeston Digital 

Project (Fig. 4.1).103 The digital project aimed to support the physical outreach 

programme with a comprehensive digital presence using a daily blog, site films 

and photos tracking the excavation as it developed, and regular updates through 

Twitter and Facebook with the expectation that this would engage new 

audiences beyond the physical visitors to the site. Unfortunately for the project, 

there was no Internet access at Cosmeston Medieval Village and so regular 

updates to the site blog and other social media platforms had to be created on a 

laptop, saved to a USB stick and then uploaded to the relevant platform off-site 

at the university every evening. This solution to the lack of Internet connection 

allowed the excavation team to interact and post their thoughts and 

interpretations, with the team reporting that this compromise worked well. 

However, this situation lost the spontaneity of posting on an ad hoc basis 

whenever things of interest were uncovered. It also limited the ability of the site 

staff and members of the public to engage in real-time dialogue and interact 

through social media (Cosmeston Archaeology 2011). 

 

                                                           
103

 http://cosmestonarchaeology.co.uk/ 



113 
 

 

Fig. 4.1: Screenshot of the Cosmeston Archaeology Project website. 30 January 
2014. Retrieved from: http://cosmestonarchaeology.co.uk/ 

 

During October 2012 I undertook an online survey with archaeological 

organisations in the UK to examine their strategies, opinions and experiences of 

barriers to public engagement with their public archaeology projects and from 

the perspective of their provision rather than public consumption (the full set of 

survey questions and results can be found in Appendix F). Full details of the 

format and scope of data collection for these surveys can be found in Chapter 3. 

The results of the survey suggest that the issue of connection and mobile 

coverage has a significant impact on a number of organisations undertaking 

public archaeology projects throughout the UK, especially those with a wide 

catchment area that includes rural areas. The results indicated that 44 per cent 

of the 209 organisations that responded had good broadband connection speeds 

in the areas where they undertake outreach work; 22 per cent had good 3G 

mobile coverage although 16 per cent of the respondents did not know; 8 per 

cent were in areas with poor broadband speeds; and 11 per cent had poor 

mobile broadband coverage.  

Most organisations work in areas where the quality and stability of broadband 

and mobile connections vary significantly - urban contexts were reported to be 



114 
 

generally very good and rural (especially upland) areas generally quite poorly 

covered. A couple of the respondents mentioned that this would create 

difficulties in situations where work took place across a large geographical area 

with mixed connectivity, such as North or West Wales, and that signal strength 

varied even within the small radius of working sites. This was not always in 

areas conducive to the use of digital technologies, especially if the strongest and 

most reliable signal was in a muddy, inaccessible field opposite the actual site of 

archaeological activity. The price of data connection through a mobile 

broadband connection was a significant barrier to use since data charges to 

upload film and photographs are potentially costly. This is a significant barrier 

for “trowel’s edge” (Hodder 1999, 83) public engagement if project budgets are 

tight, an important consideration for almost all archaeological organisations 

especially given the impact of the economic recession on the sector (Aitchison & 

Macqueen 2013; Institute of Historic Building Conservation 2013). 

 

4.4.3 Challenging Digital Inequalities in the UK 

Although the UK government has plans in place to increase public access to high-

speed broadband, there are a number of important digital inequalities that still 

remain. Through a lack of access to equipment, socio-economic inequalities, lack 

of skills, geographical location or poor infrastructure, a significant proportion of 

the UK population still does not have the ability to access the Internet (Office for 

National Statistics 2012a). In the UK, however, there is an increasing 

expectation that the general public have access to, and use of, Internet 

technologies on a regular basis. The ‘Universal Jobmatch’ scheme, launched in 

January 2013 by the coalition government’s Work and Pensions Secretary, has 

made use of the Internet compulsory for job searches by all unemployed Job 

Seekers Allowance claimants, although there has been little discussion about the 

impact of digital exclusion and public library closures on the ability of the 

clientele to access the service (Rawlinson 2012; Wintour 2012). Age Concern UK 

have reported that there is a geographical divide between over-65s accessing the 
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Internet - with 63 per cent of over-65s accessing the Internet in Surrey, yet only 

27.7 per cent in Tyne and Wear, an area of relative deprivation. The report 

states that “poorer people, those living alone and those in relatively poor health” 

were the least likely to access the Internet (BBC 2013b). While the use of 

Internet technologies to access public and private services becomes common 

currency in society, and their use appears to become the default option for 

delivering information, the Internet is reproducing the inequalities of wider 

society and creating, rather than challenging, its own form of social stratification 

and exclusion (Ritzer & Jurgenson 2010; Witte & Manon 2010; Lovnik 2011; 

Fuchs 2013). Without establishing some understanding of how to use these 

technologies, how to access relevant information and then manage that 

information, it is becoming impossible to participate fully and effectively in 

modern society, especially with the rise of e-government and the financial 

advantages of accessing online utilities or consumer goods and services (Witte & 

Manon 2010; Fuchs 2011; Lovnik 2011; Go ON UK 2012; Fuchs 2013). 

To challenge this issue, there have been numerous initiatives in the UK to 

provide help for people to access online services, with projects organised both 

centrally by the government and by private organisations and charities both 

regionally and locally. The UK Online Centres Foundation104 coordinates a 

network of community hubs with free or low-cost Internet access in libraries, 

community centres, housing associations, training organisations and even public 

houses across the UK (UK Online Centres 2012). Age Concern UK organises 

dedicated digital inclusion campaigns for older people, including ‘Silver Surfer’ 

events, training courses and dedicated ‘I-tea and Biscuits’ and ‘MyFriendsOnline’ 

weeks (Age Concern 2012). The charity Go ON UK105 aims to “make the UK the 

most digitally capable nation in the world”. The project aims to do this by 

tackling the issues faced by the 16 million individuals in the UK without basic 

online skills, defined as the “basic knowledge to send an email, use Google 

search or buy their shopping online” and to develop ICT skills within 

organisations, businesses and charities who do not yet have a digital presence or 
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who do not yet sell their goods online (Go ON UK 2012). There is a great deal of 

potential for public archaeology projects to link to this type of activity and 

approach the issue of community cohesion, community heritage and lifelong 

learning. The Adopt-a-Monument scheme106 in Scotland has been successful in 

piloting projects that combine ICT training with the creation of digital heritage 

projects (C Jones pers. comm. 4 September 2013). 

The issue of digital skills is significant for any public archaeology project 

preparing to adopt digital platforms for communications. The lack of training in 

basic IT skills was highlighted in a recent Office for National Statistics Statistical 

Bulletin (Office for National Statistics 2012a). The 2012 survey of Internet use in 

the UK clearly demonstrated that public confidence with ICT was significantly 

low even in regular users. 21 per cent of Internet users, for example, said that 

their current ICT skills were so poor that they couldn’t protect themselves online 

from a virus or keep their data secure. In 2012 there were 21 million households 

with Internet access representing 80 per cent of the UK population. However, 5.2 

million people reported that they were without an Internet connection and 54 

per cent of these did not feel that they needed it. One in five, or 21 per cent, 

reported that a lack of digital literacy was their biggest barrier to Internet use 

and the costs of equipment and access to connection were barriers for 15 per 

cent and 14 per cent of households respectively. Concerns over privacy and 

security were barriers for 4 per cent of the respondents and this will be explored 

further below. The impact of local government cuts to public library services, 

which have been the focused point of provision for free or low-cost Internet 

access to the digitally disadvantaged, is an issue that also needs some 

consideration since it has impacts for widening participation in digital public 

archaeology projects. The public library service was instrumental in the launch 

of the People’s Network107 project in 2000 which aimed to link every UK-based 

public library to the Internet, provide universal access, improve take-up of digital 

technologies among the digitally and socially excluded and support lifelong 

learning (Big Lottery Fund 2004). A central component of the implementation of 
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this project was the rollout of information and communications technology 

training for paid staff in order for them to support the provision of computer-

based training to the general public (King et al 2006). 

A divide has also emerged between those who are able to access and use the 

Internet consistently (i.e. have a computer at home or access one regularly at 

work) and those who use the Internet intermittently (i.e. have access at school, 

occasionally at work or through public access in libraries or Internet cafes) 

(Witte & Mannon 2010, 49). However, as access to smartphones is increasing, 

perhaps this access divide will contract. These significant differences and 

resulting inequalities reflect wider societal nuances of demographic and socio-

economic status. The complexity of these social, educational and demographic 

inequalities is further deepened by micro-differences of access and use. Research 

by Clark (2012) suggests that the movement to volunteer-led community 

libraries or closure of libraries outright (since the implementation of austerity 

measures by local authorities from 2010) has resulted in dwindling access to 

local, accessible and technically supported library ICT services alongside a lack 

of consistent ICT skills amongst volunteer staff running these new-model 

community-led library services. This will impact local libraries to different 

degrees, but this does mean that affected libraries will be unable to provide 

suitable ICT support for their local communities. Although digital access will not 

be a significant issue where free public access to computers is maintained, the 

ability of volunteers to support the public with their digital skills is a worrying 

side effect of budgetary cuts to local services and one that will impact the 

participation of lower socio-economic groups in a range of activities in the long 

term, including public archaeology online. There are two issues developing: 1) 

general Internet access, and 2) driving Internet users to public archaeology 

websites and social media platforms. Since public archaeology is competing with 

everything else available online, promoting online access to it and building 

public awareness that there is content to be found, are significant issues for the 

archaeological sector to address. 
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4.5 Information Retrieval and the Impact of ‘Search’ 

Information retrieval is the key to the successful use of the Internet as a learning 

tool and is one of the most common activities undertaken online 

(Haythornthwaite 2001; Zickuhr & Smith 2012). The subject of information 

literacy will be further explored in Chapter 8.4 with a discussion of the 

intersection of information-seeking abilities and behaviour, and an 

understanding of how to discern authoritative archaeological information on the 

Internet. A 2011 study by the Australia Institute demonstrated that only 15 per 

cent of search engine users looked beyond the first page of search results and 

that 37 per cent of users were unaware that search engines display paid-for 

advertising (Fear & Denniss 2011,3). Without critical thinking, problem-solving 

skills or some knowledge of how to use keywords and Boolean operators, users 

are less likely to find more esoteric, less popular, smaller websites, including 

those that are not created by technically efficient professionals. 

Research has also documented that differences in skills relating to the informed 

use of Internet technologies are related to socio-demographic factors (Bonfadelli 

2002; Wareham et al 2004; Hargittai & Hinnant 2008; Dobransky & Hargittai 

2012) and the 2002 iteration of the Web Use Project108 demonstrated that the 

ability to retrieve information efficiently and successfully varies according to 

demographics and topic-specific information-seeking skills (Hargittai 2002; 

Jansen & Spink 2006). Research has also shown that only one per cent of the 

public use the advanced search features available through search engines 

(Steinberg 2004). Novice web users, lacking familiarity with search engines, 

tend to weight hierarchical search engine results with relevance, quality and 

authority at face value rather than critically examining the search results, since 

less popular sites are likely to have lower prominence in rankings - and lower 

rankings would suggest lower levels of expert knowledge authority to the casual 

visitor (Hsieh-Yee 1993; Hölscher & Strube 2000; Jenkins et al 2003; Nunberg 

2003; Lovnik 2011, Fuchs 2013). 
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The use of search engines supports information retrieval through a series of 

complex and secret algorithms (which are regularly updated) that account for 

the content of the webpages, the web page links and popularity of the searches 

by previous Internet users (Morris et al 2010; Levene 2011; Balabantaray et al 

2013). These search engines have gained ubiquity by “producing, organizing, 

distributing, customizing and manipulating online information” (Segev 2008). 

Whilst these search engines have made information retrieval simple, powerful 

and efficient, research has shown that they are frequently unable to access the 

so-called “invisible web” (Devine & Egger-Sider 2004, 265) or deep web 

(Bergman 2000; Madhavan et al 2006; Madhavan et al 2008; Wright 2008; 

Balakrishnan et al 2013) which includes material found in databases and 

password-protected subscription-only content, giving access to material such as 

libraries, databases and journal subscriptions (Bergman 2001; He et al 2007; 

Lewandowski & Mayr 2007; Segev 2008; Seyedarabi 2011). This deep or 

invisible web can often only be accessed if the user has an awareness of 

specialist search engines or academic or institutional affiliations to access journal 

or library subscriptions - the impact of which has been previously outlined in 

Chapter 2.5. There are a number of challenges for the average Internet user in 

which the use of a search engine raises issues of inequality - successful use of a 

search engine requires the ability to successfully filter the information retrieved, 

and research into information-seeking behaviour on the Internet suggests that 

familiarity with the use of information technologies, and technical skills with 

Internet platforms, can positively influence the range and type of information 

retrieved (Cothey 2002; Hargittai 2002). 

There are also implicit difficulties for users of search engines who want to search 

with terminologies and languages other than English (Lewandowski 2008a; 

Lewandowski 2008b; Hochstotter & Koch 2009). Users who experience the 

Internet through search engines are more likely to use large, popular websites at 

the expense of smaller, less well-known sites created and run by non-

professionals (Introna & Nissenbaum 2000; Dobransky & Hargittai 2012). 

Alongside the difficulties outlined above, the challenge of information overload 
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in the digital age is a growing phenomenon whereby useful data is obscured or 

mixed into irrelevant or distracting information, and searching for and retrieving 

useful data can become stressful (Bawden & Robinson 2009; Denning 2006; 

Koski 2001; Zeldes 2009; Rogers 2012; Weinburger 2012). Furthermore, there is 

a vast and growing array of archaeological information sources, search engine 

optimisation variables (Boutet & Quoniam 2012; Killoran 2013; Moreno & 

Martinez 2013), and a corresponding variability in perceptions of 

trustworthiness, archaeological authority and information veracity. These issues 

will be further explored in Chapter 8. 

 

4.6 Demographics and Internet Use in the UK 

The impact of demographics on digital technology adoption has been explored 

extensively in the academic literature (for example: Hargittai & Hinnant 2008; 

Watkins 2009; Boyd 2011; Dobransky & Hargittai 2012). Both the 2011 Oxford 

Internet Survey (Dutton & Blank 2011) and the Office of National Statistics 

Statistical Bulletin for 2012 (Office for National Statistics 2012a) have 

documented the significance of the relationship between a person’s age and 

Internet use. In both of these surveys, the majority of adults in the UK over the 

age of 16 reported that they accessed the Internet on a daily basis and had 

regular online access at home or through their workplace. This distribution of 

Internet use is most probably related to those adults being of working age. While 

82 per cent of adults aged 16 to 24, and 63 per cent of those aged 55 to 64 used 

a computer every day, this was only common amongst 29 per cent of those aged 

65 and over, who are more likely to be retired or ill, and therefore not in a 

workplace (Office of National Statistics 2012a). The Oxford Internet Survey also 

documented that the elderly, the retired and the poorly educated tend to be least 

likely to use the Internet. The survey noted that these groups are the most 

fearful of technology “breaking” or “failing when they need it most” (Dutton & 

Blank 2011, 15), a concern clearly related to a lack of skills and confidence in 

using Internet technologies. 
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Internationally, as well as in the UK, there is a clear correlation between income, 

educational achievement and Internet use, and this has been reflected in 

numerous research reports (Bonfadelli 2002; Hargittai 2002; Jansen & Spink 

2006; Hargittai & Hinnant 2008; Dobransky & Hargittai 2012). In the UK, 45 per 

cent of the population with household incomes of less than £12,500 per year had 

not used the Internet before, and 61 per cent of the British population without 

any educational qualifications had never used the Internet (Oxford Internet 

Institute 2012). Research by the University and College Union in 2011 (UCU 

2011) revealed that one in nine adults of working age (16-64) had no 

qualifications. 

The Office of National Statistics data (2012a) regarding age and Internet use are 

especially revealing for those interested in the potential reach and impact of 

public archaeology projects online. The demographic profile of public interest in 

archaeology, as seen from the profile of membership of the voluntary 

archaeology sector, and the public audience for archaeological media, is an 

important factor to consider for the probability of public participation. Age 

profiles and other demographic information from the UK voluntary archaeology 

sector have been explored most recently in the 2010 CBA community 

archaeology report (CBA 2010). The audience research for archaeological 

television programming, commissioned by the CBA and EH in 2006 (Piccini 

2006; Piccini 2010), highlighted some significant points regarding the 

demographic profile of the archaeological audience for television media. This is 

an area that deserves future research. According to the 2010 CBA report, the 

average age group of the voluntary sector in community archaeology in the UK is 

55 and over. This could be a contributing factor to a slower uptake of online 

archaeology projects, especially those using participatory media platforms, by 

volunteer groups and organisations (i.e. the majority consumers of online public 

archaeology provided by professional organisations) more so since information 

about public archaeology is a relatively ‘niche’ interest and may struggle to find 

the popular appeal of heritage television programming (Kulik 2006, 76). 
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4.7 Demographics of Participation in Online Archaeology 

The CBA report (2010) documented that in the year of the data collection, 2009, 

the average age of a UK-based volunteer archaeological society member was 

around 55 years old, whilst the average age of a local history society member 

was 60 years old and over. The 2012 EH ‘Heritage Counts’ report on volunteering 

in the heritage sector reported that 62.2 per cent of heritage volunteers were 

aged 45 or over (English Heritage 2012). 

This lack of diversity and bias towards participation in archaeology and local 

history by a predominantly older age group does not appear to be unique in the 

voluntary sector since retirement offers more time and opportunities to actively 

volunteer. It is difficult to obtain accurate data on volunteer demographics in the 

UK,109 and the data that is available are a number of years out of date. For 

example, volunteers working for environmental organisations in the natural 

outdoors are also weighted towards an older age group. The National Trust 

(2005) reported that 52 per cent of their volunteers were over 65 years of age, 

and a review of the Wildlife Trusts volunteers in 2002 found that 46 per cent 

were retired (Institute of Volunteering Research 2006). Volunteers in the 

museums, libraries and archives sector were found to be increasing in age. In 

2001, 65 per cent of volunteers were aged 55 and over and research by the 

Institute of Volunteering Research in 2005 found that this was up to 72 per cent 

(Institute of Volunteering Research 2005). A report for Parliamentary social 

statistics from 2011110 found that regular formal volunteering was most common 

among those aged 35 to 74 (26 per cent to 29 per cent) compared with 21 per 

cent of those aged 26 to 34 years and 21 per cent of those aged over 75 years. 

Piccini’s research on television audiences for heritage programming (which did 

not include programming related to antiques, such as the BBC programme 

Antiques Roadshow) documented that 72 per cent of the heritage television 

audience were over 45 years old (2010, 312). This research also demonstrated 
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that the section of the population who watched the most heritage television 

programming were 15 per cent less likely than the average adult viewer to have 

access to a computer at home and 17 per cent more likely not to use a computer 

at all. The over-representation of older age groups in both active involvement in 

community archaeology, the volunteer sector as a whole, and the passive 

audience for archaeological media, could be an important factor to consider in 

the popularity, potential reach and impact of Internet technologies, when 

organisations choose to exploit online communications for public engagement 

with archaeology. It will be interesting to see how organisational strategies will 

change as those younger people volunteer when they are older. 

One of the participants in this research, who is an active member of a local 

archaeology society and regional heritage umbrella organisation, has stated; “my 

own society… has hardly any members under 55! That is not a typo! 55! It is 

crazy and unless the societies break away from their traditional once a month 

lecture formats, I cannot see how local interest in heritage can be maintained” (J 

Shepherd 2012, pers. comm., 12 October). My personal experience of 

establishing a community archaeology group in the Waveney area of Norfolk and 

Suffolk during early 2013 demonstrated the difficulties involved with using 

digital technologies, even with communications as simple and culturally 

acceptable as using email and a website as the main medium for sharing 

information (A MacDonald 2013, pers. comm., 15 December). In January 2014 

there were 160 supporters registered on the WVCAG contact database and only 

eight people did not have an email address. However, over half of the 

membership reported to us that they did not check their emails on a regular 

basis and that they would find accessing information through the website too 

complicated. Many stated that they would prefer to have a paper newsletter and 

phone contact rather than use email and the group website (A MacDonald 2014, 

pers. comm., 18 January). 

Voluntary archaeology groups and organisations throughout the UK are seeing a 

rise in the age of their members and, in places, a lack of consistent interest and 

involvement from younger (and therefore, possibly, more technically able) 
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participants (J Shepherd 2012, pers. comm., 12 October). The combined 

information from the data from the CBA survey, Piccini’s work on television 

audiences for archaeology programming, and the information supplied by 

interview participants and survey respondents during the data collection for this 

thesis, suggest that the audience for online engagement may not yet be found in 

great quantity, and it will be interesting to see the long-term effects of aging on 

the technically comfortable generations as they become involved in the volunteer 

archaeology sector, and the corresponding impact of mobile technologies. The 

issues of age, technological-innovation adoption rate, ICT skills, and cultural 

understanding of ICT have been prominent features of the data collection for 

this thesis. Those participants in this data collection, who are actively interested 

in archaeology, to the extent that they participate in local community 

archaeology groups or projects, are, as a rule, individuals who are unfamiliar 

with the digital world. As a result, reluctant or unable to use these platforms and 

technologies, to the extent that they are actively participating online or, in the 

extreme, are suspicious of these technologies and choose to avoid using and 

engaging with them. If archaeology is a minority interest subject and, despite the 

millions consuming archaeological television programming, its popularity does 

not translate into numbers of website visitors, then an audience demographic 

pitched at the older end of the market does not make for sound investment in 

digital forms of engagement. 

This possibility has not deterred Rubicon Heritage Services111 from embracing 

the use of social media as a central platform for public engagement during one 

of their commercial excavations in 2012 (Fig. 4.2). Rubicon Heritage Services, a 

commercial archaeological organisation working in the UK and Ireland, were 

using social media to support and “amplify” their outreach and public 

engagement programmes at Caherduggahn Castle and Bere Island in the Cork 

area of Ireland (Wilkins 2012, 11). 
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Fig. 4.2: Screenshot of the Bere Island Archaeology Project blog. 1 March 2014. 

Retrieved from: http://bereislandheritage.com/ 

 

According to one of the project managers, the project avoided the “ill-defined 

sense of purpose” pervasive in other digital heritage projects by creating and 

implementing a social media campaign allied to the on-site programme (Wilkins 

2012, 12). Rubicon’s attempts to overcome the issues of measuring success 

relied heavily on the use of Google Analytics112 during their outreach work 

online in order to establish the location of their social media platform visitors 

and examine the length of visits and points of referral. This allowed the social 

media campaigns to be “fine-tuned on the go” (Wilkins 2012, 15). According to 

an article in the Institute of Archaeologists magazine The Archaeologist (Wilkins 

2012, 15), Rubicon’s operations director, Brendon Wilkins, wrote that the 

organisation’s outreach programme for a community archaeology project on 

Bere Island, Cork, Ireland, relied on the associated project website to act as the 

central hub for public engagement with the project. 

Despite the Bere Island community’s geographic isolation, situated off the west 

coast of County Cork, Ireland, and with a small population of 200 (Bere Island 

Community website 2013), Wilkins reported successful outcomes from this 

reliance on digital technologies as the key form of public discussion, enabling 
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public interaction and participation in areas not previously disposed to 

archaeology (Wilkins 2012, 16). This may be in some small part a reflection of 

the Irish Government Department of Communications’ Energy and Natural 

Resources National Broadband Scheme that ensures a minimum speed of 

30Mbit/s broadband connection in rural areas through mobile phone technology 

(National Broadband Plan 2013). However, there is no evidence Rubicon 

Heritage has undertaken similar programmes of digital outreach, and the 

sustainability of the information provided to the public through the social media 

project on Bere Island is unclear. 

There is further encouragement to be had for a positive approach to an older 

demographic in the 2009 Age Concern ‘My Friends Online’ evaluation report (Age 

Concern 2009). This report demonstrated that during the dedicated Age Concern 

week, intended to encourage people over the age of 50 to get involved with 

digital technologies, 37 per cent of participants stated that they used the Internet 

for information relating to hobbies, the third most popular activity after 

accessing email, online news and weather forecasts. The report also showed that 

24 per cent of participants used the Internet to shop online and 21 per cent used 

the Internet to research family history. The popularity of these activities, relating 

to hobbies and family history, amongst an older age group are especially 

encouraging for those working in community archaeology where there is a 

demonstrable bias to this more mature age group as the key target audience, and 

this offers further potential for inclusive public archaeology projects. Digital 

projects that can embrace a lifelong learning and digital focus could build on the 

popularity of these popular research themes amongst this demographic group 

and so further enhance active audience engagement in their own projects whilst 

supporting inclusive practice and encouraging wider participation. 

 

4.8 Trolling, Privacy Concerns and Online Abuse 

Discussion about archaeological themes will inevitably elicit strong opinions, 

both online and in face-to-face discussion. The creation and maintenance of ‘safe 
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spaces’, for both professionals and members of the public, to discuss 

archaeological topics on the Internet is an issue that has yet to be examined in 

the public archaeology literature. Academics appearing on archaeological or 

historical television programmes, or writing in the traditional press, are always 

at risk of criticism and personal challenge from their own professional colleagues 

and peers. The world of the professional archaeologist in the UK is a small and 

insular one - the estimated archaeological workforce in 2012-13 was 4,792 

(Aitchison & Macqueen 2013). The archaeology profession carefully guards the 

notion of archaeological authority and expertise, and the backchannels provided 

by social media can amplify professional disagreement all too easily, as discussed 

briefly in Chapter 2 and expanded upon in Chapter 8. Within the context of the 

small proportion of the archaeological world that interacts online - through fora 

such as the BAJR Federation Forum,113 the JISC BritArch mailing list,114 Twitter 

and various Facebook groups - combative behaviour, strong opinions and 

argumentative peers are part of the landscape of interaction. These platforms, 

although often posting anonymously, comprise members of this small workforce 

and the insularity of these debates discourage professional archaeologists and 

members of the general public from commenting or participating in such online 

‘discussions’. 

As an extreme example, during 2012-13, there were a series of scathing personal 

attacks made online about Professor Mary Beard, a TV presenter and academic 

in Classics at Cambridge University. These attacks were made in reaction to both 

digital and traditional media articles, with abusive comments made by trolls on 

social media platforms. After presenting the popular 2012 TV series Meet the 

Romans115 and the 2013 series Caligula with Mary Beard116 as well as an 

appearance on the BBC TV programme Question Time117 on 17 January 2013, 

she was the subject of a series of discussion articles in the popular press. These 

articles were critical of her education, her family, her appearance and apparent 
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lack of attractiveness. Comments made on social media platforms, including 

Twitter, escalated to demonstrations of violent personal abuse that included rape 

and death threats (Day 2013; Dowell 2013; Marsden 2013; Wyatt 2013). 

Much analysis of online communities and networks take place in isolation. This 

creates a hiatus between understanding the nature of online relationships and 

the community ties that people inevitably maintain with their own online and 

offline compatriots in closed circles. Wellman and Gulia have argued that the 

"[Inter]net is not a separate reality" (1999, 170). As Mazali notes, there is a close 

relationship between virtual and real communities - digital communities grow 

from communities that have “specific and localised values, problems and 

identity” (2011, 291). For most people, Internet relationships complement and 

enhance most real-life relationships in the real world, rather replace them 

completely. As Wellman acknowledged, these relationships and “networks”, 

rather than “communities” in the traditional sense of the word, represent most 

people's current experience of social relationships in real life (2001, 228). 

Modern communities are defined relationally not spatially. 

Online bullying and trolling is an act that has become increasingly prevalent in 

online communications. This has a small but significant impact on the 

participatory aspects of online public archaeology. The provision of discussion 

platforms and the associated communication behaviour encouraged by 

archaeological organisations have, in a small number of cases reported to the 

surveys undertaken for this research, been the subject of negative activities by 

small number of ‘trolls’ who have posted unpleasant or inappropriate comments. 

Aggressive and negative postings on archaeological blogs, forums and discussion 

lists, whilst not common, can happen.118 The sixth survey undertaken for this 

thesis was entitled “Understanding Barriers to Public Engagement with 

Archaeology Online” and the data collection method is outlined in Chapter 3. 
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The questions and full results can be found in Appendix F. The survey results 

indicated that although the act of trolling in archaeological circles was not a 

regular occurrence, episodes can be difficult for the organisations and 

individuals concerned, especially where the participant is new to the community, 

in a less-authoritative capacity such as student or volunteer, or feels obliged at 

an organisational representation level to respond by correcting inaccuracies or 

defend opinions. As an example, the PAS had to remove their 600-member 

discussion forum because of a number of particularly persistent trolls, yet the 

PAS remains the subject of vitriolic blog posts about their work and website 

content (D Pett 2011, pers. comm. 17 May). The Gender and Digital Culture 

project,119 a collaboration between the universities of York and Southampton, 

aims to explore “the way that gender is negotiated, constructed and expressed 

through contemporary digital media, with an emphasis on how digital 

technologies variously facilitate, exacerbate, rethink or replicate diverse 

behaviour” (Gender & Digital Culture 2014). This project was established partly 

as a result of Sara Perry’s experiences as one of the project staff. She had been 

subject to a campaign of gender-related harassment through digital means 

(Perry 2013). Paying attention to negative comments, harassment or even 

personal threats is time-consuming, frightening and can be especially hurtful if 

anonymous, more so if it’s not, and especially given the small size of the 

professional archaeological sector (Aitchison and Macqueen 2013). 

All archaeological organisations and participants need to ensure that they are 

resilient enough to ignore serious trolling and attempts at digital sabotage, both 

in personal and policy terms. The survey “Archaeology and Social Media Policy” 

undertaken as part of this research in 2012 (see Appendix B for the full survey 

questions and results, and Chapter 3 for the data collection method) explored 

whether archaeological groups and organisations had a written policy for social 

media communication. This survey will be discussed fully in Chapter 5.1, 

although the results mentioned here are pertinent to this specific section of this 

thesis and are therefore highlighted. This survey received 216 responses from a 
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variety of archaeological respondents, both professional and voluntary: 40 

organisations stated that they had a written social media policy in place, 124 did 

not and 32 did not know; 17 organisations, who responded ‘other’ were either 

part of larger organisations (such as local government) where broad institutional 

policies cover communications within and beyond the local government body 

and are not specific to archaeology; others had a set of informal guidelines for 

social media use but no formal policy in place or were in the process of creating 

and implementing policy arrangements. Question 11 of this survey, “Do you 

have a Risk Register for using social media?” received 200 responses: 130 

organisations did not have a Risk Register; 46 did not know; only 7 

organisations had one in place. One respondent noted that social media output 

was monitored and that misuse would result in disciplinary action according to 

their employee handbook. No survey respondent mentioned the existence of 

specific communications policy planning to manage the impact of negative 

comments or adverse discussion by the public through these media in any 

format, digital or otherwise. 

An understanding of the concept and importance of how to manage any 

inappropriate or challenging communications through the Internet appears to 

have a weak response from organisations that have taken part in these online 

surveys. Question 10 asked, “Does your group or organisation provide training 

or written guidance to members or staff on official social media use? This 

received 207 responses: 119 organisations did not provide written guidance to 

their staff or volunteers; 42 did supply this information; 13 responded that they 

did not know. Comments were made which demonstrated that, in a small 

number of organisations, very basic guidance was offered on how to manage 

Internet communications, and that this was often transmitted verbally and 

informally. However, the data revealed that a number of organisations had made 

plans to provide specific training on the subject of communications management 

in the future, although some organisations did not feel that they needed to due 

to their size and the informal nature of their communications. It is highly likely 

that these statistics are out-of-date in 2014 - the speed of adoption of these 
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media means that more organisations are likely to have started to use some of 

these communications platforms, and as a result have created social media 

policies. Future research could be undertaken to re-examine the existence and 

impact of media policies for archaeological organisations. 

 

4.9 Dispositional Barriers to Participation Online 

Dispositional barriers to participation in public archaeology projects are 

important to consider, both for digital and ‘real-world’ engagement with the 

public. In social and political communities, online and offline, some individuals 

actively participate more than others (Putnam 2000; Weber et al 2003; Lee & 

Wei 2008). As an example, research on Wikipedia authors has demonstrated that 

only a small number of editors take part regularly, with around 10 per cent of 

authors responsible for 90 per cent of contributions (Ortega 2009, 106). These 

‘dispositional’ aspects create barriers to wider public involvement in participatory 

online archaeology projects (as well as in real life) and for the purposes of this 

thesis these need some further consideration. Alongside the subtleties of physical 

and structural digital inequalities, these dispositional and participatory 

inequalities represent another underlying factor that creates barriers to 

participation in online projects or activities. These factors may play a part in the 

small number of contributions made in participatory media where opportunities 

have been provided by archaeological organisations for discussion about 

archaeological themes but have not yet seen wide adoption (see Chapter 5 for 

elaboration on this topic). 

The swift evolution of the Internet, the growth in the number of online 

communities and the increased need for user-generated content to participate on 

the array of social media platforms have posed specific social challenges for 

users. The growing emphasis on co-creation and participation is creating a gap 

between those who actively produce and consume content and those that tend to 

read, listen or observe it passively. The latter neither contributes nor creates 

their own content and constitutes the ‘lurkers’ or non-participating audience 
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(Hargittai & Walejko 2008). The concept of a participation division within online 

interactions has been explored in a variety of demographic, economic and 

geographic contexts and, as this body of research has demonstrated, 

participation is clearly related to variable educational achievement, ICT skills 

and a higher socio-economic status (Hargittai & Walejko 2008; Mossberger et al 

2008; Hargittai & Hsieh 2010; Zickuhr & Smith 2012). 

It has been suggested that this reflects a new dimension to digital inequality 

because non-participants are missing out on the economic, social and creative 

benefits of digital technologies and communications. Some have described the 

phenomena as participation inequality (Nonnecke & Preece 2000; Nielsen 2006;; 

Karahasanović et al 2009; Brandtzæg & Heim 2011) although, as Nonnecke and 

Preece (2000) have indicated during their research into public participation on 

email discussion lists, “a case can be made for lurking being normal and public 

posting being abnormal...lurkers should be called participants (publicly silent 

though they may often be)” (2000, 7). Research by Preece, Nonnecke and 

Andrews found the main reasons for non-participation in online communities 

were because lurkers felt that they did not need to take part; lurking was part of 

exploring more about the online community; that it was helpful not to take part; 

there were personal problems with the ability to use the platforms; or because 

they did not like the community (2004, 11). 

A large number of studies have explored user behaviour within online 

communities and across social media platforms, exploring voluntary 

participation, comment, discussion and the provision of user-generated content 

within these media (Nonnecke & Preece 2000; Nonnecke et al 2004; Nielsen 

2006; Bishop 2007; Brandtzæg & Heim 2009a; Brandtzæg & Heim 2009b; 

Brandtzæg & Heim 2011; Brandtzæg 2012). A 2010 literature review and meta-

analysis of media-user behaviour by Brandtzæg (2010) identified 22 different 

studies that have classified media and Internet users into user types from the 

year 2000 to 2009, with a variety of different typologies and classifications that 

have been developed to quantify user behaviour online (inter alia Sheehan 2002; 

Nielsen 2006; Horrigan 2007; Ortega Egea et al 2007; Ofcom 2008; Brandtzæg 
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& Heim 2010). Brandtzæg’s meta-analysis of user behaviour around frequency of 

use, variety of use and content preferences, developed a model of eight user 

types, outlined in Table 4.1. 

 

 

Table 4.1: An initial unified Media-User Typology - MUT and the four criteria for 
defining types by media behaviour by P. B. Brandtzæg (2010) 

Licensed for use by Elsevier by the Copyright Clearance Center's RightsLink service 
2013. 

 

This user typology demonstrates the variety of different user requirements and 

motivations, although the media landscape is subject to change as new 

technologies and hardware platforms develop. Although organisations working 

in the cultural heritage sector generally tend not to report evidence of use about 

their digital resources (Warwick et al 2008), a high-level understanding of 

complex patterns of usage behaviour will provide an important resource for 

archaeological organisations seeking to create useable, useful and sustainable 

digital resources that will encourage participation and benefit the investment of 

resources and public interest. 
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Understanding user behaviour also highlights the importance and impact of 

digital literacy, discussed further in Chapter 8. Negotiating platforms and roles 

within different social media and online communities requires different levels of 

digital literacy and is heavily dependent upon motivation, culture and context 

(White & Cornu 2011). The 2012 EH ‘Heritage Counts’ National Report noted the 

rise in importance of digital media in the heritage sector and that 18.9% of 

adults had visited a heritage website to take a virtual tour of a historical site. 

However, the report also stated that only 1.8 per cent of adults who had visited 

a heritage website between July 2011 and March 2012 had ever participated in a 

heritage forum online or made comments on a website (English Heritage 2012, 

34). This apparently low level of public participation for heritage and social 

media needs further investigation. It is important to consider these figures and 

how organisational digital public engagement can positively encourages 

participation - that is, if the numbers of active participants really are so low. 

An audience without the required motivation, skills or desire to pose questions 

nor to create content and contribute to discussions, will need a significant 

amount of support and encouragement to engage with any archaeological 

information or opportunity for interaction provided. For the greater adoption of 

these publicly focused communication media, where research suggests that the 

majority of users still prefer to lurk on digital platforms and simply observe, 

better levels and speed of access to the Internet will not automatically guarantee 

that a digital public archaeology project will widen participation or increase 

public involvement and discussion. Simply observing discussion and absorbing 

information are not activities that should or can be discouraged, however, since 

they still create the necessary digital footprints that provide metrical evidence for 

public engagement and participation. More importantly, the related data have 

reflexive value for the end-user in their future use and enjoyment of 

archaeological materials online, offering many possibilities for informal learning. 

The differing levels of user participation certainly makes it more difficult for 

organisations to measure impact effectively, especially if they wish to move 

beyond the use of quantitative visitor analytics data demonstrated by Wilkins 
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(2012). The real risks for public archaeology projects, those that wish to pursue 

an inclusive and widening participation agenda are created when the 

contributions received through social and participatory media represent only a 

small fraction of the project’s target audience. Hence, the associated differences 

in project participation on social media platforms and online communities can 

render the contributions and opinions found in these arenas unrepresentative of 

the local communities and local heritage concerns, since the contributions that 

are made may represent an active, vocal, and social capital-rich minority with 

sharp ‘digital elbows’. 

 

4.10 Discussion 

As an example of recent innovations on this subject, the HLF policy on digital 

projects was altered in 2012 such that the new requirements are directly related 

to long-term public access, participation and multi-vocal approaches to heritage. 

There is renewed emphasis within the HLF guidelines for funded organisations 

to demonstrate tangible benefits for their digital participants. These include the 

need for robust and on-going evaluation of these digital projects, adherence to 

international accessibility standards in all funded digital projects and for the 

licensing of all project outputs under a Creative Commons license (although 

their suggestion of using a Non-Commercial license may not suit everyone who 

wishes to use these data). It asks grant holders to consider their audience and 

participation in some depth to: 

…determine how digital technology will be used by that audience 
based on their needs and interests, and demonstrate how people will 
benefit from engaging through digital technology…provide 
opportunities for people to do something active…encourage 
audiences to respond to your heritage content, to interact with other 
people and places, or to add to our wider knowledge of heritage…to 
share their own experience, memories or learning with others 
(Heritage Lottery Fund 2012, 4). 
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These HLF guidance notes make it very clear that funded organisations must 

consider, in the initial stages of project design, whether the use of digital 

technologies will exclude part of their intended project audience (Heritage 

Lottery Fund 2012, 6). More specifically, grant holders are asked to consider 

whether their use of a specific technology, such as Apple’s iOS-only smartphone 

apps, or QR codes,120 could result in the exclusion of potential users, to consider 

whether the benefits outweigh the associated problems of audience exclusion 

and whether this would matter within the context of the project (Heritage 

Lottery Fund 2012b, 10). For those organisations undertaking digital public 

archaeology projects funded by the HLF, at the very least, the issue of digital 

inequalities has been seriously and extensively addressed in the guidance notes 

and policy documents relating to their grant. They and should be considered at 

the earliest stages of funding applications in the future, and as a project priority 

throughout. 

Throughout this thesis, the issue of digital inequalities has been a prominent 

feature in the accrued survey data and research findings. There are a significant 

number of people, actively involved in community archaeology volunteering and 

societies, whose unfamiliarity with the digital world results in a suspicious of it. 

Whilst the digital divide and digital inequalities exist and play a key role in the 

accumulation of social, cultural, and economic capital, being able to gain access 

to a computer connected to the Internet should not be viewed as a solution to 

the problem. Digital inclusion is also an important issue for social exclusion, 

social justice and equality in society because, as has been discussed here, digital 

exclusion and digital inequalities translate into economic and cultural 

disadvantage. The advantages of digital inclusion are many: improved health; 

ability to socialise; the financial advantage of shopping and paying bills online; 

efficiency savings for public service providers; and improved education and 

employment outcomes (Champion for Digital Inclusion 2009). 

                                                           
120

 A QR code is a ‘Quick Response Code’, a type of machine-readable matrix code (like a 
barcode) which contains information, such as a URL. These codes allow users to scan the matrix 
code using a variety of devices, commonly a smartphone, and download the information 
attached to the code. 
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As research by Simon Tanner (Tanner 2012) has shown, there are tangible 

community benefits derived from digital resources created in the cultural, 

heritage, academic or creative industries. His work on a model to measure the 

value and impact of these resources has clearly demonstrated the need for an 

understanding of the stakeholder benefits, and has provided an essential model 

for the assessment and measurement of these outcomes. It is impossible to 

discuss actively all of the current archaeological activities, news, events, or even 

interrogate archaeological data disseminated online, nor use these public 

resources to their full potential, if the skills, knowledge and confidence to do so 

are absent or at best, patchy. As professionals working in public archaeology, it 

is disingenuous to expect either consistent or high levels of public, voluntary, 

non-professional involvement in digital public archaeology projects. Moreover, it 

is equally injudicious to assume that multi-vocal, inclusive projects will spring 

from any inspiration provided through online sources when a significant section 

of our target audiences are simply not yet able to participate or interact with 

them or us online. 

This chapter has reviewed the impact of inequalities in the use of Internet and 

social media platforms. It has examined the importance of understanding the 

effect of these existing inequalities on the participants and audience for UK 

archaeological organisations that undertake public archaeology projects online. 

It has explored issues of digital exclusion that are specific to archaeology and 

which will have a significant impact on the ability of UK archaeological 

organisations to create open, inclusive, and participatory public archaeology 

projects online. Chapter 5 will further consider the barriers that exist for UK 

archaeology organisations operating in an online capacity. It will begin by 

exploring the range and context of public archaeology websites and social media 

platforms in the UK, as they have developed over the period from 2010 to 2013. 

Chapter 5 will consider how UK organisations plan for and build digital policy. 

The appraisal will extend to how organisations are planning for digital 

sustainability and archiving based on the series of interviews and surveys 

outlined in Chapter 3. 
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CHAPTER 5: PARTICIPATION, EVALUATION AND POLICY  

 

Our subject has social responsibilities and opportunities which it can 
fulfil through school education, through museums and books and 
through all the instruments of what is often rather disagreeably called 
‘mass communications’ — the press; broadcasting, films and now 
television. If archaeology is to make its contribution to contemporary 
life and not risk sooner or later being jettisoned by society, all its 
followers, even the narrowest specialists, should not be too proud to 
take part in its diffusion. I would go further and say that we should 
not forget the problems of popular diffusion in planning our research 
(Hawkes, quoted in Wheeler (1956, 219). 

 

Chapter 5 explores contemporary digital outreach projects and methods in the 

UK. It examines the platforms used by archaeological organisations to engage, 

consult and discuss with the public and raise awareness of archaeological 

activities through digital engagement. This chapter asks how as well as why 

organisations should engage with the public through digital platforms, as Stilgoe 

et al (2014, 5) have rightly argued “there is insufficient systematic reflection on 

what all this activity has achieved”. It considers how these organisations 

measure the success of their digital public archaeology projects, if at all, and 

what value is allotted to outreach, engagement and discussion with non-

professionals through social media. It will ask: what kinds of digital public 

archaeologies have been practised in the UK to date? What current projects can 

be found online, and how do these projects evaluate the success of their work 

undertaken online? This chapter explores the landscape of digital public 

archaeology through the results of the creation of a database of online 

archaeology projects and organisations. It will interrogate the perception of 

success through online survey data collected from organisations running digital 

public archaeology projects. It will briefly consider where and how audiences use 

archaeological websites, and the type of activities undertaken and information 

sought. It will also discuss the unique issues presented for archiving evidence of 

public participation with digital public archaeology projects and social media.  
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Section 5.1 explores the literature surrounding public participation in academia 

and public engagement, and discusses the evolution of public participation and 

engagement within the discipline of archaeology. Section 5.2 explores the results 

of the three annual collations of online public archaeology projects and social 

media platforms in the UK. Section 5.3 considers if, how, and why organisations 

are evaluating the participation and outcomes of these projects, and how this is 

situated within the wider context of professional, academic and HLF-funded 

public engagement in the light of the work and policies of the National Co-

ordinating Centre for Public Engagement,121 the HLF122 and the Institute for 

Archaeologists.123 Section 5.4 examines archaeological attitudes towards 

undertaking public engagement and outreach through the use of Internet media, 

and will discuss the results of relevant questions from the nine online surveys 

undertaken for this research, which have been outlined in Chapter 3. Section 5.5 

discusses the issue of managing social media contributions made by the public 

within UK archaeological organisations, from a policy and archiving perspective, 

and Section 5.6 contains a summary of the chapter findings. 

 

5.1 Engagement, Participation and Co-Production 

We have already explored the history, definition and development of the concept 

of public archaeology as a distinct area of research and practise within the wider 

discipline of archaeology throughout Chapter 2. In order to better understand 

the opportunities for greater public participation in digital and social media 

within public archaeology programmes, this section will seek to outline the 

concepts of public engagement, public participation in archaeology and co-

production of knowledge, through a brief examination of the literature on the 

subject. Unfortunately there is not room in this thesis to examine the many 

discussions, models, and implications of participatory practice in academic 

research and public engagement. However, this section will attempt to situate 

                                                           
121

 https://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/ 
122

 http://www.hlf.org.uk/Pages/Home.aspx 
123

 http://www.archaeologists.net/ 
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the most important of these concepts within the established understanding of the 

public archaeology models of Merriman (2004), Holtorf (2007), Moshenska 

(2009), and Matsuda and Okamura (2012), which have been discussed 

previously in Chapter 2, Section 3.  

The term ‘public engagement’ is relatively new, and the National Co-ordinating 

Centre for Public Engagement defines the term to mean; 

…the myriad of ways in which the activity and benefits of higher 
education and research can be shared with the public. Engagement is 
by definition a two-way process, involving interaction and listening, 
with the goal of generating mutual benefit (National Co-ordinating 
Centre for Public Engagement 2014). 

 

Whilst the term public engagement is often used with reference to work 

undertaken in universities, it has percolated to science communication, 

archaeology and the Galleries, Libraries, Archives and Museums (GLAM) sector 

(Holliman et al 2009b; Bell 2013; Curtis 2013; Jones 2013; Pieczka & Escobar 

2013; Saunders & Moles 2013; West 2013). The key element of the definition of 

public engagement is the concept of interaction and participation by the public. 

Participation is itself a contested term (Haywood et al 2004; Carpentier 2009; 

Carpentier 2011; Eversole 2012), and understandings of participation “often 

turn on its perceived relationship to power” (Stein 2013, 355). The relationship 

between archaeological expert and participatory media will be explored further 

in Chapter 8. Research by Carpentier and Dahlgren has made a very important 

point about the concept of public participation, especially when seen through the 

lens of public engagement through digital media; 

Sometimes participation is, for instance, seen as mere presence and people 
are seen as participating when they are simply being exposed to specific 
cultural products like watching television, visiting a museum or reading a 
blog). In other cases participation and consumption become mercilessly 
conflated. Even merely being in a specific social space (such as the online) 
seems sometimes to already merit the label of participation, as it is then 
implied we are becoming part of a broader cultural reality, through the 
logics of socialisation and/or social integration (2011, 8). 
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There are a variety of categories of public participation in research, and 

numerous academic theories and critiques of the process (for example: Arnstein 

1969; Pateman 1970; Carpini et al 2004; Carpentier 2011; Christensen 2011b; 

Clarke 2013). Citizen science has a long history; collaborative projects date back 

at least to the seventeenth century. Jeremy Bentham wrote in 1793, “Many 

hands make light work. Many hands together make merry work” (Transcribe 

Bentham 2013), and untrained amateur scientists have been gathering data, 

observations and specimens to assist naturalists and scientists such as Linnaeus 

and Ray, and monitoring weather patterns, bird migration or water quality since 

the eighteenth century at least (Ellwood et al 2010; Brenna 2011; Vetter 2011; 

Miller-Rushing et al 2012). Adapted from work by Bonney et al (2009) on citizen 

science (a model which will be explored further in Chapter 6) the concepts of 

participation can be divided into three categories. Contributory participation 

involves work designed by professionals, where the public can take part by 

contributing data. Collaborative participation is work designed by professionals, 

where members of the public contribute data, as well as take part in aspects of 

project design, dissemination or analysis. Co-created participation is work 

designed by both professionals and members of the public working in 

collaboration, and involves some level of active involvement on behalf of the 

non-professionals in some or all of the process of research development, 

implementation and reportage. 

Arnstein’s (1969) often-cited ladder of citizen participation (Fig. 5.1) has 

perhaps been the most influential typology of community participation 

(Cornwall 2008, 270). Developed from her research into urban planning 

processes during the 1960s, Arnstein defined participation as the mechanisms 

whereby members of the public are able to exercise power in decision-making 

processes. According to her work, participation is defined in numerous practises. 

These include; taking part in consultations; deciding how to share information; 

understanding how to set policies, goals and research frameworks; undertaking 

programmes and activities, and distributing community benefits and resources. 

Her spectrum of community participation is “defined by a shift from control by 
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authorities to control by the people or citizens” (Cornwall 2008, 271), although 

the model, and other similar typologies (Pretty 1995; White 1996) suggest that 

the scale of participation ranges from genuine to manipulative and rhetorical. 

These typologies inform us of participatory offers by organisations, but do not 

inform us of participatory experiences, and this is another area where research is 

desperately needed within the context of the discipline of public archaeology. 

 

 

Fig. 5.1: Arnstein’s ladder of citizen participation. 1 April 2014. Retrieved from: 
http://www.partnerships.org.uk/guide/ideas.htm 

 

As discussed previously in Chapter 2.4, public participation in the practice of 

archaeology has a long tradition dating back to antiquarianism and the 

foundation of the discipline. The concept of archaeological knowledge as a key 

contributor to the education of society improvement of the population dates 

back to the nineteenth century (Carman 1996; Carman 2010). Archaeology has 

a long history of including nuanced variations of encounters and interpretations 

beyond the expert opinions of university-trained archaeologists, as the untrained 

and ‘uneducated’ non-professional has always been included in archaeological 

practice - the work of amateur antiquarian and archaeological societies during 

the 19th and early 20th centuries was central to the establishment of the 

discipline itself (Thomas 1974), and it has been argued that the modern 
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discipline of archaeology was “invented by the antiquarians” (Schnapp 2002, 

139).  

The growth and popularity of non-professional, lay interest in archaeology, was 

encouraged by a number of factors: the popularity of extra-mural local history 

and archaeology adult education classes from the 1930s to 1960s; low costs of 

evening classes and an increased desire for self-improvement; and more leisure 

time within post war UK society. These factors were supplemented by the 

appropriation of the countryside for leisure activities as part of the “Citizens 

Outdoors” movement (Matless 1998, 64), the search for a historically situated 

post-war identity (Speight 2003) and volunteer-driven rescue archaeology. 

Rescue archaeology was a vital part of the public involvement in the discipline, 

and was undertaken between the end of the Second World War and the early 

1970s, in areas of post-war destruction, and in advance of development (Biddle 

1974: Rahtz 1974). This was especially important in those urban areas damaged 

during the Second World War within the following three decades of national 

reconstruction of bomb-damaged areas, and the restructuring of towns and 

cities, and this took place before the arrival of national legislation governing the 

investigation of archaeological sites as part of the planning process (Heighway 

1972: Biddle 1974: Rahtz 1974: Jones 1984). Planning Policy Guidance 16 was 

introduced in 1990 as formal recognition by the UK Government of the need to 

protect heritage assets and to advise local planning authorities in England and 

Wales on the treatment of archaeology within the planning and development 

process (Lincolnshire County Council 2012. As discussed in Chapter 2, this event 

supported the rapid development of the archaeological profession, as well as the 

“difficult socio-institutional challenges” of the communication of knowledge with 

non-professionals (Irwin 2014, 72). 

Co-production has emerged as a potential solution to a criticism that research 

conducted in communities often fails to meaningfully include communities in its 

design and undertaking (Durose 2012, 2). The notion of sharing authority and 

co-production has become common currency within the literature of oral history 

and public history over the past two decades (Frisch 1990; Perks & Thompson 
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2006; Samuel 2012; Kean & Martin 2013), with a shift towards collaboration 

and co-production between experts and members of the public (Holden 2008, 

14). Reflecting on Hodder’s (1992, 186) argument that the public “need to be 

provided with the means and mechanisms for interacting with the archaeological 

past in different ways”, we can find support for the concept of co-production in 

the 2005 Faro Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society (Council of 

Europe 2005). The Faro Convention has recognised that people have the right to 

find value and meaning in their own heritage communities, and to identify with 

their own definition of cultural heritage.  

The de-centralisation of archaeology from archaeology-as-expert-profession 

happened well before the innovations of Internet technologies, and continues to 

exist in public archaeology projects across the UK (Tully 2007; Moshenska 2008; 

Isherwood 2009; Simpson 2010; Isherwood 2012; Moshenska & Dhanjal 2012). 

However, some examples of community archaeology projects in the UK, such as 

the Hinkshay Community Archaeology Project124 in Shropshire and the 

community heritage project at Cawood Castle Garth125, North Yorkshire, led the 

project professionals working on both sites to suggest that, for the participants, 

taking part in the fieldwork, rather than taking control of the archaeological 

process, was of greater importance (Emerick 2009; Belford 2011). However, in 

the context of digital public archaeology participation “…should not simply be 

about generating public acceptance through the provision of information… but 

about citizens’ active involvement in the development of socio-technical 

trajectories” (Delgado et al 2010, 827). If we examine the processes and 

promises of public engagement, public participation and co-curation through the 

lens of models for public archaeology, we can see that Arnstein’s ladder of 

participation perhaps offers the best analogy for the scales of top-down 

community archaeology projects undertaken in the UK. In terms of participation 

through digital technologies, the top-down approach is simpler to manage and 

deliver, and power and control remains with the organisation, especially in the 
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 http://paulbelford.blogspot.co.uk/2010/04/community-archaeology-at-hinkshay.html 
125

 http://myweb.tiscali.co.uk/cawoodcastlegarth/ 
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context of dialogue and co-production, issues which will be explored in more 

detail on Chapters 6 and 8. 

 

5.2 Digital Public Archaeologies in Practice 

The growth of public interest in the past, also discussed in Chapter 4, 

institutional commitments to widening participation and public engagement, 

alongside the development of the sub-specialisms of professional archaeological 

practice in public and community archaeology over the past 40 years, discussed 

in Chapter 2, have increased. This section will present the results of the 

quantitative assessment of UK-based digital public archaeology projects. Chapter 

3 has outlined the background to the creation of a database of UK-based digital 

public archaeology projects as part of the research this thesis. The full results of 

the data collection can be found in Appendix K. This database enables an 

understanding of the quantity, platform, scope and geographical location of 

these projects, and allows a longitudinal overview of the use and context of 

digital technologies for public engagement in the archaeology sector through the 

period of my research from 2011 to 2013. Collating this information would 

enable a baseline of project data to be created, from which further research, 

including undertaking surveys and interviews with relevant organisations, could 

be planned, instigated and recorded. This highlighted the need to gather 

evidence for digital public archaeology projects on a regular basis. The growth 

and impact of Internet technologies in wider society is an ongoing process, and it 

was likely that during the three years of this research that there would be an 

increase in the uptake of these technologies within the sector. Factors such as 

the rise in popularity of smartphones, increased use of social media platforms, 

and better access to Wi-Fi, alongside greater emphasis on public archaeology 

within archaeological organisations would set the pace for change and an annual 

survey would be required to keep abreast of the latest developments within the 

discipline. 
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Throughout 2009, CBA undertook one of the most important pieces of research 

for the understanding of community and public archaeology in the UK, published 

in 2010 as the Community Archaeology in the UK: Recent Findings report (CBA 

2010). The then-CBA Community Archaeology Support Officer comprehensively 

examined the size and state of voluntary activity in the UK within the heritage 

sector, and the survey findings demonstrated that there were approximately 

2030 voluntary groups undertaking some form of archaeology, or 

heritage/history-based activity related to archaeology in 2009. This represents 

around a quarter of a million people actively participating in heritage issues as a 

hobby or leisure interest.  

The CBA survey itself received a 25 per cent response rate from all the UK 

heritage groups identified by the CBA. Of the groups that responded to the 

survey request, 50 per cent noted that they held some form of photographic 

archive, whilst 26 per cent stated that they used Internet platforms to 

disseminate information about their activities and research. The tools used by 

heritage organisations to engage with their audiences and “implicate them in the 

processes of history “making” (Kidd 2010, 64) often include some form of 

Internet technology. The figures from the 2010 CBA report indicated that 26.5 

per cent of the volunteer groups surveyed used a project website to disseminate 

information about their work (Council for British Archaeology 2010, 29). Whilst 

this information is now four years old, it does suggest that there are a significant 

number of volunteer-run archaeology organisations that do not use Internet 

technologies. There is also evidence within the CBA report that there are existing 

opportunities for engaging these groups with digital technologies as a method of 

dissemination, and 9.9 per cent of the groups surveyed had received training on 

disseminating research results (Council for British Archaeology 2010, 32). As an 

example, volunteer archaeology organisations frequently hold a photographic 

archive, often dating back decades (Council for British Archaeology 2010, 29). A 

photographic archive is something that could be shared and disseminated 

through an online photo management platform which would enable wider public 

engagement with the volunteer groups’ activities, and promote interest in their 
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work. Such projects have the potential to create and use engaging public 

archaeology websites and social media tools to promote, discuss and disseminate 

the activities of these organisations.  

 

5.2.1 Data Results From 2010 to 2011 

Information on the method and process for data collection for this survey can be 

found in Chapter 3 and the full results can be found in Appendix K. The 2010 to 

2011 data collection demonstrated that, as of the end of January 2011, there 

were 384 archaeology organisations and projects active in England and Wales 

who were using some form of Internet technology such as websites, blogs and 

social media platforms, for public engagement and the dissemination of 

archaeological information online. A variety of organisations; local authority 

archaeology projects, commercial archaeology companies, charities, and HLF 

funded and other grant-funded projects created these online projects. The 

greater majority belonged to local and regional voluntary archaeology groups. 

Some of these projects had a wider web presence beyond a project website, 

notably through the use of blogs, Facebook, Twitter, Flickr and other forms of 

social media. This survey showed that 43 projects out of 384, or 11 per cent, of 

all known projects at the end of January 2011 used the following Internet 

technologies in their public engagement: 12 organisations used Twitter; 9 

organisations used Vimeo or YouTube to share films; 23 organisations used 

Facebook either as groups or pages; 15 organisations were using separate blogs 

alongside their conventional websites; only 4 organisations were using Flickr or 

Picasa126 for photo storage and management and 5 organisations were using 

other participatory platforms and tools, such as Myspace127 and Scribd.  
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 http://picasa.google.com/ 
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 https://myspace.com/ 
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5.2.2 Data Results From 2011 to 2012 

The second survey of public archaeology projects online took place over the 

winter of 2011 to 2012. This survey also included archaeological groups and 

organisations in the Crown Dependencies, Scotland and Northern Ireland - 

which would allow a proper understanding of the quantity and quality of public 

archaeology projects available online throughout the UK. Building on the survey 

database created during the pilot research in 2010 to 2011, and using the same 

methodology for data collection, I revisited every website, blog and social media 

platform that had already been noted. From there, I recorded any changes in the 

types of platform used, new website addresses, and if projects had moved or 

were no longer appearing online. I also used updated news, information and 

links from the websites of the CBA Regional Groups; EH; IfA; Association of 

Local Government Archaeology Officers (ALGAO); the Royal Commission on 

Ancient and Historical Monuments for Wales (RCAHMW), Cadw, the Welsh 

Government’s historic environment service and RCAHMS. 

This survey found that there were 563 active online public archaeology projects, 

supported by commercial archaeology companies, voluntary local and regional 

amateur archaeology groups, grant-funded heritage projects, university 

archaeology departments and local authority archaeologists, as well as a handful 

of individuals running their own web-based projects. An increasing number of 

these projects were branching out beyond a relatively static project website, and 

social media was being adopted, and there was an increase in the use of blogs, 

Facebook, Twitter, Flickr and other forms of social media in the comparable data 

from England and Wales from 2010/11 to 2011/12.  

Of these 563 online projects, 17.5 per cent were using social media platforms as 

a method of communication. 40 organisations were using Twitter; 6 

organisations used Vimeo or YouTube to share films; 13 organisations were 

using photo storage sites; 95 organisations were using Facebook either as groups 

or pages; 49 organisations were using separate blogs alongside their 

conventional websites and one organisation had used Foursquare. This year saw 
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an increase of 233 per cent in the number of organisations adopting the Twitter 

platform from the previous year; a 33 per cent decrease in the use of video 

sharing sites; a 225 per cent increase in the use of photo storage sites; a 313 per 

cent increase in the use of Facebook pages and groups, and a 226 per cent 

increase in the number of organisations using blogs. 

 

5.2.3 Data Results from 2012 to 2013 

The third and final survey of public archaeology projects online took place over 

the winter of 2012 to 2013. The organisations reviewed and geographical areas 

examined were exactly the same as the previous year, and again I revisited every 

website, blog and social media platform that had already been noted, recorded 

changes and new projects, and checked information on the websites of the CBA 

Regional Groups; EH; IfA; ALGAO; RCAHMW, RCAHMS, and Cadw, as well as 

Facebook and Twitter.  

This survey found that there were 564 active online public archaeology projects, 

supported by commercial archaeology companies, voluntary local and regional 

amateur archaeology groups, grant-funded heritage projects, university 

archaeology departments and local authority archaeologists, as well as 

individuals running their own web-based projects. This was an increase of one 

project website over the course of a year. There was an increase in the use of 

blogs, Facebook, Twitter, Flickr and other forms of social media in the 

comparable data from 2011/12 to 2012/13.  

Of these 564 online projects, 49 organisations were using Twitter; 20 

organisations used video sharing platforms; 100 organisations were using 

Facebook either as groups or pages; 49 organisations were using separate blogs 

alongside their conventional websites; 17 organisations were using photo 

storage sites, and 12 organisations were using Foursquare.  This saw an increase 

of only one new online project, but a 22.5 per cent increase in the use of Twitter, 

233 per cent increase in the use of video sharing platforms; a 5 per cent increase 
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in the use of Facebook pages and groups; no increase in the use of blogs; a 31 

per cent increase in the use of photo storage sites and a 1100 per cent increase 

in the use of Foursquare. 

Whilst these longitudinal data represents an increase in the use of digital forms 

of public archaeology over the three years of the data survey, these still 

represent a small percentage of all active archaeological organisations and public 

archaeology projects in the UK. These organisations include at least 2040 UK 

community archaeology organisations (Council for British Archaeology 2010); 

113 local government archaeology and curatorial departments; 44 university 

departments teaching archaeology (Everill & Nicolls 2011, 1); 154 community 

archaeology and heritage projects funded by the HLF (G Hylton, 2013, pers. 

comm., 5 February) and approximately 250 active commercial archaeological 

organisations in the development sector in the UK (Aitchison & Macqueen 

2013). Whilst this does represent a small percentage of the overall number of 

potential organisational participants, the use of these digital contact zones has 

enabled a significant increase in news sharing, publicity, data-led open access 

resources, provided opportunities for the non-archaeological public to participate 

and interact with archaeological information online, provided organisations with 

opportunities for better publicity, and to widen and include their audiences in 

“the processes of history making” (Kidd 2010, 64).  

Given the growing ubiquity of the participatory Web, professional archaeological 

organisations are no longer the sole creators or sharing points for archaeological 

information, and the official websites of professional archaeological 

organisations may not always be the main source of archaeological news and 

information online. This issue will be discussed in Chapter 6 with regards to the 

use of Twitter in the digital archaeological network. The issue of archaeological 

expertise and authority online is explored fully in Chapter 8. 
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5.3 Evaluating the Success of Digital Public Archaeology 

As we have seen from the results of the qualitative data collection outlined in 

5.2, archaeological organisations are adopting and using social media platforms 

to enhance their profile, connect with interested parties and share knowledge. 

But how can they measure the success of these communications platforms? Since 

the use of social media within organisations has impact on both staff time, and 

budget, and as discussed previously in Chapters 2 and 4, many grant-funded 

organisations need to report on their public engagement outputs, so gathering 

data on the use and interactions of these platforms would seem a necessary part 

of a strategic approach to public archaeology online.  

There have been a number of developments of guidance for approaches to the 

evaluation of these media in the GLAM sector. Culture 24’s Let’s Get Real action 

research has been leading a series of projects in collaboration with UK-based 

cultural organisations which examines best practice for measuring the success of 

digital projects in cultural heritage (Culture 24 2014). Simon Tanner’s 

community-focused work at King’s College London led to the creation of the 

Balanced Value Impact Model, which “draws evidence from a wide range of 

sources to provide a compelling account of the means of measuring the impact of 

digital resources and using evidence to advocate how change benefits people” 

(Tanner 2012). The Digital Engagement Framework128 is a tool, created by Jim 

Richardson and Jasper Visser, is a free, downloadable strategic planning 

workbook that considers the entire digital process from adoption to 

understanding audience within a cultural heritage context. The Digital 

Engagement Cookbook129 is another comprehensive and free online resource 

that provides information on measuring and analysing digital engagement.  

The practice of evaluating digital engagement is one that is increasingly common 

in a wide variety of disciplines where social media is used. For example, 

communications in healthcare, the hospitality sector, education or advertising 

(Chu 2011; Hughes et al 2012; Neiger et al 2012; Paek et al 2013; Korda & Itani 
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2013; Serra Cantallops & Salvi 2014). The benefits of such undertakings would 

seem clear: to understand user behaviour; observe participation; explore the 

effect of interaction with digital information; find out how easily people can find 

and interact with the information provided, and ultimately learn how to improve 

future communications and information provision. 

To explore these issues within the context of the archaeology sector, I undertook 

Survey 5, “Measuring the Success of Your Digital Project”, which was made 

available from November 2012 to January 2013. The survey method is outlined 

in Chapter 3 and the questions and survey results can be found in full in 

Appendix E. This survey covered the types of metrics and analyses undertaken by 

archaeological organisations; how social media use was evaluated, if at all; how 

the results of these evaluations of digital engagement were used to feedback to 

public engagement strategies, funding bodies or management; whether non-

digital public engagement was evaluated to provide some comparative data and 

what activities were most valued as part of evaluations of public engagement. It 

must be noted that 112 of the respondents to this survey were not from the UK, 

as the survey had been shared openly on Twitter as well as being emailed and 

shared on UK specific forums and websites. The majority of these overseas 

responses came from Australia, the United States or Spain. Since the aim of this 

thesis is to gather experiential data, it was not felt that the inclusion of non-UK 

data would affect the results of the data analysis, since the experience of 

organisational approaches to public engagement online were unlikely to be very 

different from the UK experience, and a snapshot of coverage of this issue would 

provide useful data. Of the British-based responses, 75 were from organisations 

based in England, 2 from Northern Ireland, 7 from Scotland, 4 from Wales and 

18 worked UK-wide. 

From the survey results, analysis of website metrics data took place within 42.4 

per cent of organisations who responded, although 19.82 per cent did not know 

if this took place, and others noted that these data were collected but not 

examined systematically. The types of data collected can be seen below in Table 

5.1. A number of the respondents did not know what kinds of data were 
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collected at all. The use of Google Analytics130 was most common, or the metrics 

data supplied by the website host, such as WordPress’ Jetpack.131 

 

 

Table 5.1: The types of metrics/analytics data collected from organisational 
websites 

 

Of 173 responding organisations, 89 had embedded social media sharing buttons 

on their main websites, so that content from the relatively static central sites 

were available for sharing, whilst 74 did not and 10 did not know.  

The types of information collected by organisations on the use of their social 

media platforms are outlined in Table 5.2. Of 156 responding organisations, 51 

did not collect any data. 

 

Table 5.2: The types of data collected from social media platforms 

                                                           
130

 http://www.google.com/analytics/ 
131

 http://jetpack.me/ 
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Organisations responding indicated that they monitor user interaction as well as 

user numbers, as well as mentions of their organisation, but the numbers of 

organisations that were monitoring the involvement and time investment by staff 

was very low. 17 organisations maintained an awareness of staff involvement 

and only 10 monitored the time invested in the use of these platforms for 

communication. Most respondents (roughly 65 per cent) indicated that their 

organisation did not report on their website analytics or social media 

engagement. Eighteen per cent of organisations did undertake reporting on 

these matters, to funders, management, their membership or stakeholders, or 

used these data as part of grant applications. Where these data were collected, a 

small majority of organisations reported that they used this information to 

feedback into public engagement planning and strategies, and better 

understanding user behaviour. This collection of online evaluation mirrors 

closely the results of Question 11 in the survey, which asked if evaluation 

information was collected from non-digital public engagement projects, where 

roughly 40 per cent of respondents collected feedback from events, attendee 

figures, comments and other qualitative data on learning outcomes, enjoyment 

and participant aspirations. 

Most respondents felt that collecting both quantitative and qualitative 

information for evaluation was valuable, and in many cases, where funding for 

projects came from public monies, obligatory, although as one respondent noted 

in response to Question 12; “…the most important thing we’d like to measure is 

the differences in knowledge/attitude regarding the material we have presented. 

We have yet to come up with a satisfactory way of doing this”. Evaluation is a 

valuable activity only if it is planned for, and the information gathered can be 

fed back into a strategy for improvement of the digital engagement offer made 

by the organisation in question. The lack of understanding of the potential use of 

this data for reports and grant applications is disappointing, but perhaps reflects 

the lack of value on the use of these media for public engagement, as well as a 

nuanced understanding of these data as sources for analysing the impact of 
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public archaeology programmes. The next section will highlight further the 

organisational reasons behind these issues. 

 

5.4 Organisational Funding and Attitudes to Public Engagement 

Online 

It is important to consider if the hype and excitement created around a new 

technology will equate to its widespread adoption. Rather, it is more likely that 

those who were already more engaged with similar services and more skilled 

using the Internet are more likely to adopt new sites and platforms than those 

who were less active in related online domains, and these factors are 

systematically linked to user background such as gender and race and ethnicity 

in the literature (Brown 2007; Nakamura & Chow-White 2011; Hargittai & 

Hsieh 2013). It may be useful to briefly examine the adoption of digital public 

archaeology through the lens of Diffusion of Innovations Theory (DiT). DiT is 

concerned with how new technological ideas, objects or techniques, or the reuse 

of the old, migrates from their establishment to use. According to DiT, 

technological innovation is communicated through particular channels, over 

time, and amongst the members of a social system (Clarke 1999). DiT proposes 

that an innovation’s adoption rate is dependent, in part, on how ‘compatible’ the 

innovation is with an individual’s already established lifestyle (Wejner 2002; 

Mustonen‐Ollila & Lyytinen 2003; Rogers 2010) and this is no less relevant for 

archaeological organisations and their adoption of social media and Internet 

technologies for public archaeology.  

One of the most significant factors revealed through my research into the use of 

digital communication technologies for public archaeology has been the issue of 

funding. Survey 6: “Understanding Barriers to Public Engagement with 

Archaeology Online” asked organisations about the funding of their digital 

public archaeology projects. The method used for this survey is outlined in 

Chapter 3 and the full details of questions and results can be found in Appendix 
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F in the attached CD-ROM. As Table 5.3 demonstrates, 73 per cent of the 

respondents did not have any funding ring-fenced to support the creation and 

use of digital public archaeology projects. Of those organisations that responded 

to Question 4 “Can you divulge the budget you have for digital public 

archaeology/outreach work online per year, excluding staff costs?” 

approximately 69 per cent had no budget for these activities, and only 3 

organisations reported that they had a budget of over £10,000. 

 

 

Table 5.3: “Do you have funding ring-fenced for digital public archaeology 

projects?” 

 

5.5 Managing Social Media Use Through Policy 

The ease and speed of communications facilitated through social media 

platforms means that there needs to be special consideration to the professional 

implications of the use of these media and the reflection of professional values to 

the public. As Grayson et al make clear, “social media in particular can create a 

perception of anonymity and detachment from social cues and consequences for 

online actions” (2010, 1227). There are several considerations for organisations 

intending to adopt participatory forms of online communication; the disclosure 

of confidential information; loss of communication control; misappropriation of 

information by third-parties; sharing personal information in public; associating 

with behaviour or activities that could bring an organisation into disrepute; 

using speech and behaviour disrespectful or insulting to colleagues and clients; 
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and reputational damage. Once information is posted online, there is no further 

control over its lifespan and replication, since screen shots can be created, and 

forwarded, even when problematic posts are removed from public view. An 

awareness of the potential size and diversity of audience is vital at all times; an 

awareness of the reach of indirect contact, through reposts, retweets and 

forwarded content via email renders a realistic grasp on audience figures almost 

impossible to gauge (Huber et al 2009; Griffin 2011; Tripp & Gregoire 2011; 

Anthonysamy et al 2012; Braun & Esswein 2012; Braun & Esswein 2013; Gaff 

2014). 

The complexity of permissions and privacy settings increased by churning 

development within social media platforms, often without little or no notice, 

leave these platforms open to user error and misjudgement. There are instances 

of e-crimes such as account hacking, identify theft, phishing and malicious 

viruses distributed throughout the Internet (Ahmad et al 2013; Yang et al 2013; 

He et al 2014; Sahu & Dubey 2014). ‘Like jacking’, and the propagation of 

malware is encouraged by the inherent, and misplaced, trust in the relationships, 

likes and recommendations found on our personal social networks (Weir et al 

2011; Grabner-Kräuter & Bitter 2013; Kumar et al 2013). Issues with the use of 

social media in the workplace have been especially highlighted in the healthcare 

professions (Grayson et al 2010; Mainka et al 2014), and the associated 

literature has called for consensus-based standards for online professionalism, 

something pertinent to any profession managing the use of social media within 

an organisational context. 

Clarity on the ownership of social media platforms, and copyright and 

intellectual property rights of the material produced there, with the 

technological resources of the employer, is an important consideration. Whilst 

the ability to communicate rapidly with a large number of people via Facebook 

and Twitter, for example, results in a number of followers, the question of 

ownership of these followers and the material created and shared online creates 

complex legal scenarios that will need careful consideration. Ownership of social 

media accounts themselves will need to be clearly identified, and the use and 



158 
 

ownership regulated. Twitter accounts are legally owned by the person who 

originally created them, unless the account is in the name of the employer or the 

employee is contracted to create the account (Miller 2012, 40). The benefits of 

the use of these social media could be lost if the employee moves to another 

company or is made redundant, and given that most organisations that 

responded to the social media survey have less than 3 staff managing their social 

media presence, this is a worrying possibility. Specific policy needs to be 

developed to safeguard ownership and content of social media content, 

alongside use and the management of organisational reputation and 

confidentiality for the sake of clarity, safe working practice, and continuation of 

online projects (Miller 2012, 43). 

The use of the Internet in the archaeological workplace as a tool for public 

communication and engagement with archaeology brings with it challenges of 

organisational management, information control and the management of risks to 

individual and organisational reputations alike. The provision of official 

guidance about which staff members or volunteers should be engaging in social 

media, which social media platforms to use and which to avoid, and how much 

time should be spent using and managing these platforms are all essential 

considerations. There are important legal and ethical issues to consider, and 

organisational guidance on social media use is recommended by most 

employment organisations, such as ACAS, the Civil Service or the General 

Medical Council (ACAS 2014; Civil Service 2014; General Medical Council 

2014). Identifying yourself online with a professional position or work email 

address will associate any information found online with your professional 

profile, even if it is very clear where the personal and professional boundaries lie 

(Landman et al 2010, 385). Social media companies have ultimate control over 

the information contained in and shared on their platforms, and they make no 

guarantee of information security (Mostaghimi & Crotty 2011). These social 

media each have their own unique architecture, which moulds the interactions 

on these platforms, and the way in which the user-generated content is 

managed. Privacy settings may change with short notice, and irregular users may 
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not notice these in time to maintain personal privacy. For Facebook use, access 

to personal information and previous posts can be made once the ‘friending’ 

process has occurred, so some caution is advisable on the types of Facebook 

account an organisation should use for sharing project information. 

This section will discuss the results of the “Archaeology and Social Media Policy” 

survey, which was open for responses from October 2011 until January 2012. 

The questions and results of the full survey can be found in Appendix B on the 

CD-ROM, and the data collection method can be found in Chapter 3. 293 people 

took the online survey, and 189 completed every question. Question 1, “Does 

your organisation or group use any of the following social media tools in an 

official capacity relating to archaeological activity?” received 271 responses. 287 

organisations that responded to the survey had a project website or blog, 176 

projects were using Facebook pages or groups, and 112 were using Twitter. 

Photo-sharing sites, such as Flickr132 and Picasa133 were used by 62 projects 

whilst 53 projects were using film-sharing sites, such as YouTube134 and 

Vimeo.135 Google+136 was used by 17 projects. There were 17 ‘other’ social 

media platforms mentioned in the survey responses. These included LinkedIn,137 

a business-oriented social networking site; Scribd138, a participatory document-

sharing site; Yahoo Groups,139 which are hybrids of an email list and a threaded 

Internet forum; Microsoft Sky Drive,140 part of the Windows Live package that 

allows for file sharing; Google Fusion Tables,141 a data management and 

visualisation application; iTunes,142 a media player programme that can be used 

to store and download apps and pod casts and Photosynth,143 a software 

application which can generate a three-dimensional model of digital photos. 

                                                           
132

 https://www.flickr.com/ 
133

 http://picasa.google.com/ 
134

 http://www.youtube.com/ 
135

 https://vimeo.com/ 
136

 https://plus.google.com/  
137

 https://uk.linkedin.com/ 
138

 http://www.scribd.com/ 
139

 https://uk.groups.yahoo.com/neo 
140

 https://onedrive.live.com/about/en-us/ 
141

 http://www.google.com/drive/apps.html#fusiontables 
142

 https://www.apple.com/uk/itunes/ 
143

 http://photosynth.net/ 
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Question 2, “Does your group or organisation have specific group members or 

staff who are responsible for the maintenance of these social media tools?” 

received 238 responses. 184 organisations that responded to the survey stated 

that they have specific staff allocated responsibility for online communications 

via social media platforms. The majority of staff responsible for the 

organisational web presence were not part of discrete communications 

department, but were instead practising archaeological staff. 31 organisations 

did not have specific staff, although this may include staff using social media as 

part of their normal daily work routine, or for the duration of particular projects 

or initiatives. 9 organisations did not know.  

Question 3, “How many group members or members of staff have access to the 

official social media tools used in your group or organisation?” received 201 

comments. The responses varied - many organisations had a handful of staff that 

had routine access to their work websites and social media platforms, and wider 

access was optional depending on relevance to the project in hand. In a number 

of cases, there was a noticeable disconnect between the breadth of 

organisational access permissions and the number of people working in 

archaeological posts that actually used these platforms. For example, one survey 

participant commented that their colleagues had access to “Facebook, in theory 

61 (have access), only 2 bother”. Many organisations noted that they were 

subject to strict editorial control by a separate ICT or communications teams 

outside the archaeological team, and those participants who were in the 

employment of local government and large institutions such universities, 

reported that there were policy guidelines that restrict and channel the use of all 

public communications, including those made through social media platforms.  

A number of websites were maintained and updated by specialist ICT staff 

within the organisation structure, or that this work was undertaken by external 

specialists, who did not work on a day-to-day basis within the organisation. 

Local authority use is frequently restricted and carefully managed, for political 

reasons as much as for IT security and privacy issues- one comment from a 

survey respondent stressed that as local authorities are considered to be political 
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entities “officers cannot enter into any ‘conversation’ as that might lead to 

political repercussions, as officers cannot be the ‘voice’ of the authority”. 

Permissions and admin rights for social media accounts were dependent on skills 

and position within the organisation, and that “one central person controls the 

social media”, insofar as the final decision on content is dependent on 

management or staff solely responsible for social media and communications. It 

would be interesting to consider if similar restrictions are replicated across the 

cultural and heritage sector, however, very little literature exists on the topic 

(Russo 2011; Culture 24 2014). 

Within the voluntary organisations that responded, access to the group’s social 

media platforms and websites were either channelled through a management 

committee, or was reliant on the group members having ICT skills and 

familiarity with these platforms, which often meant that only one or two 

members of the group had access, and control, of the organisational Internet 

presence. 13 of these organisations did not know how many people within their 

organisations had access to their social media accounts and website.  

Question 4, “In an institutional or organisational context, are these staff part of a 

discrete communications department, or are they practising archaeological staff” 

received 245 responses. 32 organisations had staff from their communications 

department using social media platforms. 111 were archaeological staff, 26 were 

administrative staff. 37 responded that this was inapplicable, and 39 stated 

‘other’. Comments associated with the ‘other’ response demonstrate that 

volunteers, including students who were attending on a temporary basis, were 

often responsible for these communications, or that responsibility is shared 

between staff, especially in smaller organisations. 

From the responding organisations, only 40 stated that they had a formal written 

social media policy in place. 124 did not, and 32 did not know. 17 organisations 

that responded ‘other’ were part of larger organisations, such as local 

government, where institutional policies not specific to archaeology were in 

place. Others noted that they had a set of informal guidelines for social media 
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use but no formal policy in place, or were in the process of creating and 

implementing policy arrangements.  

Question 6, “Do you have specific group members or members of staff who have 

responsibility for monitoring comments/questions received via social media?” 

received 213 responses. 110 organisations stated yes, 64 no, and 23 did not 

know. Comments indicated that incoming questions and comments received via 

email or social media were dealt with by the most relevant staff or by their 

volunteers, depending on who has relevant expertise. 

Question 7, “if the answer to Question 6 was yes, who deals with social media 

during absence/leave periods?” received 120 responses. 60 respondents noted 

that other members of the archaeological staff or volunteers would monitor their 

social media presence in their absence. 3 organisations would rely on IT staff, 

and 6 organisations would use members of their communications staff. 22 

respondents did not have anyone to take over the monitoring and use of social 

media, 12 would continue to work on their organisational social media presence 

remotely, even if sick or on leave. 3 respondents did not know, and 10 did not 

feel this issue was relevant. Comments noted that the monitoring of social media 

in the absence of the dedicated staff was dependent on the urgency of the 

situation i.e. the length of absence, and the type of communication that needed 

to be dealt with. Arrangements to cover work-related tasks are common, 

although 12 respondents were happy to continue to monitor and update their 

organisational social media whilst on holiday, or off sick, since “it doesn’t take 

much to check social media even if not in work or on holiday” and the ubiquity 

of smartphones and Wi-Fi enabled this ‘always-on’ connectivity. There were a 

number of comments made that there were no staff or volunteers able to deal 

with the organisational social media platforms in the absence of key staff. This 

suggests that the social media profiles of the organisations, especially if in the 

voluntary sector, are so small and infrequently used, that a hiatus in monitoring 

these media would not have an undue effect on their organisations.  
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Question 8, “Is the social media strategy of your group or organisation driven by 

one particular individual” received 213 responses. 78 organisations felt an 

individual drove their social media strategy, 90 did not, and 16 did not know. 17 

felt this question was not applicable. Comments suggested that in many groups, 

social media strategies were a shared responsibility, or led by whoever at the 

time was running the relevant work projects and collaborations that required 

social media communications. Corporate communications departments were in 

control where organisations were part of larger institutions, and this is most 

common for archaeologists working in local government planning departments.  

Question 9, “Does your group or organisation use corporate branding on your 

social media tools?” received 208 responses. The majority of organisations, 111, 

did, 61 did not, and 7 did not know. 18 organisations felt this was not 

applicable. Comments indicated that the use of branding depended on the size, 

length and affiliation of the project, and that corporate branding was often 

covered by social media policy and communication guidance, especially in larger 

organisations. Question 10, “Does your group or organisation provide training or 

written guidance to members or staff on official social media use?” received 207 

responses. 119 organisations did not provide written guidance to their staff or 

volunteers, 42 did supply this information, and 13 responded that they did not 

know. Comments were made demonstrating that, in a small number of 

organisations, basic guidance and informal advice were used, and that there 

were plans to provide specific training on this subject in the future in some. A 

couple of organisations did not feel they needed to, due to the size of their 

group, and the informality of the communications made. Question 11, “Do you 

have a Risk Register for using social media?” received 200 responses. 130 did 

not have a Risk Register, 46 did not know, and only 7 organisations had one in 

place. One respondent noted that social media output was monitored, and that 

misuse would result in disciplinary action according to their employee 

handbook. Another stated that they did not understand the concept of a Risk 

Register.  
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These data demonstrate that the use of formal policy within archaeological 

organisations is patchy, depends heavily on the availability and knowledge of 

staff and the value placed upon public engagement by the organisation itself. 

These data were gathered in 2012, and it is highly likely that this information is 

out-of-date, since the growth, development and adoption of social media within 

archaeological organisations has been demonstrated throughout this thesis. 

Future work on this area would be advisable, and these data could be revisited 

for comparison. 

 

5.6 Archiving Material Generated by Digital Public Archaeology 

The question of archiving archaeological material, including digital data, is one 

that has caused concern to archaeologists for many years (Merriman & Swain 

1999; Holtorf 2001; Richards 2002; Swain 2006; Richards et al 2010; de Silva 

2011; Hicks 2013). In the first proper exploration of the impact of social media 

technologies on the issue of archiving archaeological information, Jeffrey (2012) 

warned that the discipline faced “a second Digital Dark Age” (Jeffery 2012, 555), 

as the adoption by archaeologists of social media and collaborative websites is 

“running ahead of plans or policy to preserve the material generated” (Jeffery 

2012, 555). Jeffery’s article draws attention to the paradox that, while there may 

be no expectation that the content of every blog and tweet will be permanently 

archived in a manner that makes it openly accessible, the fact that the longevity 

of much of this material is ultimately controlled by social media companies 

means that it may not be possible to ‘forget’ it fully. Jeffery used the examples of 

the archiving of the social media outputs at the 2012 Computer Applications and 

Quantitative Methods in Archaeology Conference (CAA 2012) and the Day of 

Archaeology project by the ADS to demonstrate that this type of material can be 

retained and valued (Jeffery 2012, 565). This subject will be revisited in Chapter 

7.7 with regards to the Day of Archaeology project. 

Question 12 of Survey 2, “Archaeology and Social Media Policy” which was 

undertaken in 2012 (the full results of which can be found in Appendix B), 
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asked if organisations had a policy or methodology to archive or preserve their 

social media outputs and dialogues. Only a handful responded that they had a 

policy in place - out of 128 responses to the question, 85 stated that they did not 

have a policy; 25 had some form of policy; 12 did not know if their organisation 

did and 6 did not feel it was relevant to their situation.  

Building on these findings from the second survey, I undertook Survey 4: 

“Preserving Public Archaeology Content Created Online” in July and August 

2012 (the full results of which can be found in Appendix D), in order to explore 

further organisational attitudes towards the preservation and ultimately the 

value placed on these forms of communications in the context of recording 

public archaeology practice and historiography. As Table 5.4 demonstrates, the 

majority of archaeological organisations who responded to the survey did not 

maintain copies of any social media outputs or public contributions.  

 

 

Table 5.4: “Do you keep backup copies of both your own social media and online 
content, and any public contributions?” 

 

Out of 66 responding organisations, only 18 stated that they officially captured 

any of their public engagement outputs that were created and maintained 

online. These forms of storage were screen captures as images or PDFs; digitally 

in MySQL or similar databases; capturing email feedback as Word documents; or 

collating images and comments shared through social media. No organisation 

reported that this work was undertaken as a routine part of workflow, and 

unless a specific records management policy was noted to be in place, then no 
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retention policy was specifically applied to this type of data. Only two 

organisations reported that they captured and stored any metadata associated 

with these media. The archiving of this material was undertaken by a mixture of 

staff depending on the type of project, although the most common response was 

the person in charge of the IT provision. The reasons given by those 

organisations that did undertake the collation and storage of social media 

conversations, public contributions and so forth are varied. These data allowed 

research into impact; evaluation of the effectiveness of website content; used in 

promotional material; maintained as protection against abuse, or if comments 

are useful for feedback; used to inform funders and supporters about online 

activities; as evidence for HLF grant reports. 

Those organisations that did not capture and maintain records of interactions on 

social media platforms gave a mixture of conscious decisions not to or that they 

did not consider that archiving these media were possible or desirable. Some 

noted that they felt these media and the content shared through these platforms 

did not have value yet, although the responses indicated that some organisations 

were at an early stage in the adoption of these media and that this issue was one 

they would consider in the process. As one survey respondent noted; 

Social media is, for the most part, just that, a social interaction. You 
don’t record all of your conversations in person or by phone, why 
would you want to? If someone tells you something that is of 
particular interest you make a note of it if necessary and you do the 
same thing with social media. Just pick out the interesting stuff and 
dump the other 99.9%. 

 

Whilst there is a great deal of validity in this argument, when considering the 

potential absence of any records of online activism, and community creation in 

archaeology which are discussed in Chapter 6, it is perhaps important to 

consider archiving important conversations and discussions. Just as letters and 

site diaries are used to reconstruct the history of archaeology, perhaps the arrival 

of the “Second Digital Dark Age” (Jeffery 2012, 555) could see the discipline 

lose part of its history. 
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5.7 Discussion 

The implications of the impact of these technologies depend on the “economic, 

legal and policy decisions” made by institutions using the Internet (Dimaggio 

2001, 307). Within some organisations, especially local authorities or 

commercial companies, using websites and social media can be difficult, or can 

be accessed only by a small number of staff. The exploration of the issue of social 

media policy shows that as local authorities are political entities, archaeological 

officers are forbidden to enter into any 'conversation' as that might lead to 

political repercussions as officers cannot be the 'voice' of the authority - all 

websites, press releases and blogs have to be run by the council or organisation 

official media team and access to social media at work, are, in most cases, 

blocked. Within commercial archaeology, there are many reasons why 

companies don’t publicise their excavations via the Internet or other media and 

the development of social media policies within these organisations is vital to 

support public engagement.  

Organisations which are able to benefit from institutional and financial 

commitment to using the Internet to engage with the public have access to 

hardware, software, specific technical knowledge and skills, and most 

importantly time to create and maintain successful sites. Access to a voice in 

public archaeology is affected by the transfer of these material advantages from 

respected institutions in 'real-life' archaeology to the digital world. How can a 

small community archaeology project compete for attention, if it is time and 

budget poor, with staff or volunteers that don’t have the skills and confidence to 

fully embrace the digital world? 

If these factors have really “de-centred expertise”, we must ask if this action 

affected the appreciation of archaeological authority held in popular 

consciousness (Adair et al 2011, 14). As “stage-managed spaces of engagement 

preclude the potential for ‘uninvited publics’ to engage with science and 

technology and widen the interaction and scope for reflexivity” (Stilgoe et al 

2014, 7). Developing a commitment to inclusive practice and widening public 
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access to archaeological knowledge or data could de-centralise archaeological 

authority, but professional archaeological experts are still required for activities 

such as scientific dating, archaeo-botanical identification, or small finds 

conservation for example. The issue of archaeological authority and the concept 

of presentation and performance of archaeological expertise will be explored 

fully in Chapter 8.  

Although there will not be one easy solution, a greater public and intra-

archaeology awareness of the technical aspects of the Internet would be a useful 

start. Archaeologists need to develop skills and knowledge about site design; 

social media use; creative content management; measuring traffic to the site 

using metrics analysis packages; generating targeted content; understanding 

audiences; establishing policies, and supporting and including novices and 

newcomers. In the Library and Information Studies literature, this is known as 

digital literacy, which will be discussed in full in Chapter 8 (Lanham 1995; 

Glister 1997; Catts & Lau 2008; Miller & Bartlett 2012; Park 2013). Library and 

Information Studies have had an important role in encouraging these skills. Can 

archaeology do the same? Understanding and responding to these literacies 

should be part of the everyday work of an archaeologist working in public 

archaeology, not just part of a specialist ghetto. This type of knowledge could be 

included as part of any archaeology degree course that discusses public or 

community archaeology, or public engagement and dissemination. There are 

already some opportunities for training and guidelines on best practice provided 

by English Heritage144 and this model could be developed further by 

organisations such as the Institute for Archaeologists or the CBA for commercial 

and community organisations. These barriers often require resources beyond 

social technologies to overcome (Benet & Segerberg 2012, 747), and as we can 

see from the results of Survey 6, “Understanding Barriers to Public Engagement 

with Archaeology Online” (the full results of which can be found in Appendix F), 

the financial and staff resources are frequently lacking in archaeological 

organisations in the UK. 
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Rectifying some of these inequalities calls for the subversion and sharing of 

socio-technical capital. Community and public archaeology needs to be able to 

compete for archaeological attention, and this can only be helped if 

archaeologists with digital skills are willing to share their knowledge benefits 

with all people practising archaeology, professional or not. And it is essential 

that non-specialist archaeologists are willing to listen and are offered 

opportunities to learn about public engagement online and see the value of using 

these methods of communications as part of a wider outreach toolkit. Thinking 

about the performance of better public archaeology through technology is 

techno-deterministic - exploring the complex societal interest and requirements 

of our shared and diverse pasts, and the need for nuanced methods of public 

engagement with this information is reduced to using technologies - if it is on 

the Internet, it is “public engagement” (Fuchs 2012, 386).  

We need to acknowledge the fact that the Internet and mobile technologies are 

used far more often for the creation and maintenance of social relationships, and 

entertainment, in similar ways as print media, television and radio (Jensen 

2010; Hofheinz 2011). The results of the Arts Council England research into 

digital audience, and their engagement with arts and culture online, suggested 

that digital media has more value as a tool of engagement with people that are 

already online, and have existing interests in cultural activities (Arts Council 

England 2010, 6). We ignore these activities at our own risk if we forget that for 

most consumers of archaeological information, this is at most, a weekend hobby, 

a part-time enjoyment or an integrated part of the pursuit of entertainment and 

distraction - and certainly not something to be pursued seriously as a career. But 

we can and must provide interesting engaging information and narratives for the 

public. 

How, if at all, do organisations measure the success of their social media 

platforms? Is it about the numbers of 'likes' (a very passive engagement practice) 

retweets, or shares? How can the depth of participation be understood to be 

successful unless some level of qualitative assessment is undertaken? Whether or 

not Internet technologies afford marginalised groups and individuals the 
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opportunities to create and maintain their own interpretations of their pasts, the 

use of websites, blogs, Tweets, Facebook posts and similar platforms are 

meaningless without developing an understanding of visitor traffic as well as 

user behaviour and participatory motivations, as explored in Chapter 4. An 

understanding of the importance of attracting and engaging real-person traffic to 

one’s social media platform is essential - otherwise using the Internet to create 

and display ones engagement with archaeology and heritage is simply an 

exercise in using technologies rather than harnessing them. Using the internet as 

a place to publicise your thoughts and activities and engage with others as part 

of a community is not the same as using it as a space for the “insubordination of 

individuals and groups who already have their voices co-opted by dominant 

narratives within the heritage sector” Waterton (2010, 9).  

If research into and understanding of these issues are confined to a core of 

digital professionals working in archaeology in the UK, then the danger is that 

this work does not percolate to those who need the information most. Issues of 

authority and trust must be seen as equally important as technical, legal and 

accessibility issues, if the Internet is to become an equal platform for all 

communities and stakeholders: these issues will be explored further in Chapter 

8. It is not just a matter of enabling local community archaeology groups, and 

archaeological organisations without dedicated and trained web staff to take 

part, but also to empower academics keen to share their knowledge and provide 

support for archaeological communities to develop online. The subject of 

harnessing the weak ties and social capital inherent in the use of social media 

communications for archaeological community activism, community projects and 

networking will be examined in the following chapters, 6 and 7. 
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CHAPTER 6: ONLINE COMMUNITIES IN ARCHAEOLOGY 

  

The evolution of web-based information & communication 

technologies has offered new and exciting ways to gather, organise 

and disseminate information for community groups and projects 

throughout the world. The Internet and World Wide Web have helped 

facilitate many forms of such activities by providing a framework for 

web-based communities to exist and be easily accessed by community 

groups of every type and focus (Doughty & O'Coill 2008, 385).  

 

This chapter examines the location and formation of online communities in 

contemporary public archaeology practice, and explores examples from three 

distinct activities within the discipline - the use of social media for archaeological 

protest campaigns; the use of the social media platform Twitter as a locus for 

archaeological community; and the growing phenomenon of crowd-sourced 

archaeology projects, which involve a community based on participation in 

focused project activities. Section 6.1 assesses the definition of online 

communities found in the academic literature. Section 6.2 explores the 

implications of the sociological concepts of social capital and weak ties for the 

creation of archaeological networks online. Section 6.3 discusses the influence of 

these concepts on digital activism in archaeology. This section will examine the 

use of social media campaigning in archaeological contexts, and consider the 

experience of online campaigns on archaeology issues, with an example from 

Northern Ireland and the UK-based archaeological campaign, RESCUE, the 

British Archaeological Trust.145 Section 6.4 widens the focus of this chapter to 

include an exploration of online archaeological communities, using the social 

media platform Twitter as a case study, through the results of a series of surveys 

undertaken for this thesis, undertaken annually from 2011 to 2013, which are 

described in Chapter 3 and can be found in the appendices. This section 

investigates whether the concept of an online archaeological ‘community’ is 

experienced, valued and actively pursued by Twitter users, based on the online 

surveys of archaeologists using the platform. It will also discuss the use of the 

                                                           
145

 http://rescue-archaeology.org.uk/ 
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Twitter platform at archaeological conferences, as a focus for community 

interaction online, using data from a separate survey undertaken in 2013. 

Section 6.5 once more shifts the focus of the chapter to another area of online 

archaeological community with an examination of the phenomena of 

crowdsourcing. This will analyse the ability of archaeological projects to create 

and leverage online support for this type of participatory project, focusing on 

four case studies based in the UK. Section 6.6 contains a summary of the chapter 

findings and a discussion of the impact of the different platforms, methods of 

communication and technologies discussed throughout the chapter, on the 

phenomenon of online community-creation within the UK archaeology sector.  

 

6.1 What is an Online 'Community'? 

Scholarly research into online communities has been part of the landscape of 

social science since the earliest developments of the participatory aspects of the 

World Wide Web and the work of Rhinegold (1993), Correll (1995), Webster 

(1995), Aronowitz (1996), Schuler (1996), Agre & Schuler (1997), Smith and 

Kollock (1999) and Wellman and Gulia (1999). There has been extensive 

research into the phenomena, location, psychology and activities of what have 

been variously termed social networks, networked relationships, online 

communities, online discussion communities or Internet-mediated communities 

(Rhinegold 1993; Driskell & Lyon 2002; Feenberg & Bakardjiva 2004; Jensen 

2006; Kommers 2006; Bishop 2009; Reich 2010; Rainie & Wellman 2012; Alton 

& Balkunje 2013). Understanding how these online communities work, and 

estimating the peer effects of online social influence (which is explored further 

in Chapter 8) are critical to understanding the impact of social media 

technologies on public engagement with archaeology, and the potential for 

exploiting social networking for archaeological publishing, public engagement, 

fund raising and activism (Aral & Walker 2012, 337). 
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The definition of ‘community’ has been a central concern of historians, 

philosophers and sociologists since the nineteenth century, and one with a 

narrative of decline, as the traditional forms of geographically located 

community were observed by sociologists to be threatened by the social changes 

that accompanied the growth of urbanisation, communications technology and 

modernity (Bender 1978, 3). For example, Tönnies’ classic work of social and 

political theory, Community and Civil Society (Tönnies 2001), first published in 

1887 as Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft, explored the personal and collective 

tensions presented by the definition of small-scale rural community and wider, 

urbanised society. He distinguished between traditional geographical and 

kinship-based community, Gemeinschaft, and broader, market-driven society and 

social ties, Gesellschaft. German sociologist Weber wrote on many aspects of the 

rise of urbanisation and the decline of community in his works  The Protestant 

Ethic and The Spirit of Capitalism (1930) and Economy and Society (1978) and he 

defined community formation as one which has “any sort of affective, emotional 

traditional basis” (Whimster 2004, 344). As we shall see in Section 6.2, 

subsequent generations of researchers moved further from the debate about the 

loss of traditional community, including Bender who built upon the concepts of 

Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, and explored the modern American experience of 

community as a “communion” of human relationships, serving their own 

community interests, with communities defined by limited membership, shared 

purpose, affective ties and a sense of mutual obligation (1978, 8).  

 

As Fremeaux has argued, the term ‘community’ was one of the most important 

sociological concepts to have “been ‘appropriated’ in the discourse of the UK’s 

New Labour government” (2005, 265), alongside the role of heritage in tackling 

social exclusion (Newman & McLean 1998; Simpson 2010). As Yar has observed 

“New Labour's political programmes and policy proposals closely follow the 

communitarian line that links social problems with a lack of community in 

contemporary society” (2004). Derivatives of these concepts of community 

engagement and involvement have been equally used by the coalition since 2010 

(Department for Communities and Local Government 2010; 2013a; 2013b). The 
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modern political concept of communities, in the UK at least, is dynamic, and is 

certainly being reworked and renegotiated dependant on social and political 

influence, often defined in contemporary terms with reference to history (Cohen 

1985; Cohen 1986; Isherwood 2009; Pyburn 2009). Yet as Waterton asserts, 

“community... is judged in the minds of the participants rather than the 

geographical spaces they occupy, and is defined by the subjective experiences 

and associations it engenders” (2010a, 6). 

 

With Waterton in mind, the term 'community' has a strong symbolic value that is 

not always reflected in the types of group interaction that can be found online, 

although it is frequently applied to social and participatory media sites on the 

Internet (for example: Rhinegold 1993; Rainie & Wellman 2012; Alton & 

Balkunje 2013). We must consider whether the casual use of term 'communities' 

to mean electronic forms of grouping and networking may in fact be incorrect, 

and may not reflect the opinions of the participants in these networks. Do online 

communities dilute group intimacy and shared purpose and can these networks 

develop a sense of mutual obligation and support? Are there issues with the lack 

of visual cues in online communications? I would argue that there are low or 

non-existent barriers to joining, leaving, or ignoring many social networking 

communities, and interaction is shaped by personal commitment, as well as 

technological and temporal limitations. Can the benefits of weaker online 

relationships reflect similar relationships in real life when Internet 

communications make the expression of discontent as simple as a click? Are 

stronger interactions, personal support and networking online most likely to take 

place between people with similar interests and ambitions or kindred spirits 

seeking similar knowledge or experiences - do these shared interactions mark 

belonging to an online community? (Isherwood 2009).  

 

Rheingold popularised the term “virtual community” in the early 1990s, and he 

defined online community as “social aggregations that emerge from the Net 

when enough people carry on discussions long enough, with sufficient human 

feeling, to form webs of personal relationships in cyberspace’’ (1993, 5). The 
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dominance of social media technologies on the Internet, as we have seen in 

Chapter 4.1, has located these virtual communities around the use of proprietary 

social networking platforms such as Facebook, Twitter, or Instagram, although 

the situation, location and definition of any online community is constantly 

evolving. Belonging to a number of these online communities, through social 

networking sites or forums is becoming a normal practice amongst Internet users 

(Wang et al 2012).  

 

Yet much of the academic analysis of these online communities and networks 

takes place in isolation from the community itself, and abstracts the community 

ties that people also hold offline with their online networks and interactions that 

take place offline. The connections made through Facebook ‘friendships’ may 

cover a mixture of real friends, work colleagues and casual acquaintances, whilst 

membership of Facebook groups, or pages, encompasses another layer of 

‘belonging’ to online communities situated around shared interests in music, 

politics, books and so on. Flickr networks exist - it is more than a photo storage 

site, and Burgess has argued that it is a place for enactments of “vernacular 

creativity” (2007, 8). Flickr contains communities of social practitioners, who 

situate their sense of community around thematic presentations of images, 

geographic locations or professional identities. The site offers a space for the 

discussion of the visual and dynamic representations of archaeology and heritage 

objects, sites and actions within a community space, as a form of intangible 

heritage renegotiated in the present (Affleck 2007; Freeman 2010; Terras 2010; 

Terras 2011).  

 

As Wellman and Gulia argue, the Internet “is not a separate reality" (1999, 170). 

Mazali notes that there is a close relationship between virtual and real 

communities - digital communities grow from communities that have “specific 

and localised values, problems and identity” (2011, 291). For most people, the 

relationships performed though Internet technologies complement and enhance 

most real-life relationships in the real world, rather replace them completely. As 

Wellman (2001) acknowledges, these relationships, these networks, rather than 
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communities in the traditional sense of the word, are most people's current 

experiences of social relationships in real life, and modern communities are 

defined relationally not spatially. Wellman himself defines community as 

"networks of interpersonal ties that provide sociability, support, and information, 

a sense of belonging and social identity" (2001, 228). Being connected online 

serves to amplify and extend real-life relationships, enabled by Internet and 

mobile autonomous communication by any means necessary; always-on wireless 

connectivity, text-messaging, Twitter, Facebook, mobile internet technologies, 

and all available at your convenience, often through a portable device carried 

everywhere. But is this narrow definition of what constitutes a community 

enough to really be a community on the Internet? Are one-topic groups 

communities, and can shared identities situated around the subject of 

archaeology be a catalyst for community formation? Since the location of these 

communities is in a new space, online, where discussion and interaction takes 

place in different formats, time zones and at different pace - synchronous and 

asynchronous -  do these differences matter any longer to the formation of a 

sense of connection and belonging to a network? What conditions, institutional 

or otherwise, need to exist to support the development of online networks and 

communities?  

 

The mourning of the loss of rural community ties by the nineteenth-century 

sociologists mentioned in Section 8.1 is reflected to a certain extent in the 

sociological thinking of the twentieth century on the issue of community and 

society. Breakdowns in group memberships and institutional loyalties have been 

a trend in the more economically developed industrial democracies, resulting 

from pressures of economic globalization, spanning a period from roughly the 

1970s through the end of the last century (Putnam 1995; Putnam 2001; Block 

2008). The shift from group-based to individualized societies is accompanied by 

the emergence of flexible, social, weak tie networks (Granovetter 1973). The 

emerging alternative model that we call the logic of connective action applies 

increasingly to life in late modern societies in which formal organizations are 

losing their grip on individuals, and group ties are being replaced by large-scale, 
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fluid social networks (Castells 1996). These networks can operate through the 

organisational processes of social media, and their logic does not require strong 

organisational control or the symbolic construction of a united ‘we’ (Bennett & 

Segerberg 2012). Online community as a communal space outside and 

independent from institutions can also foster dissent, cultivate new discussions, 

challenge identity, reconfigure social relationships, and cross hierarchies. 

However, the very structure of some social networking platforms and discussion 

forums can act as "walls, hallways and doors with electronic locks" (Kling & 

Courtright 2003, 222), providing rules about who can participate and who is 

excluded; rules for communication; acceptable conventions (for 'newbies' for 

example) as well as social control agents and their practitioners within the 

communities in question. White and Le Cornu (2011) use the metaphor of place 

for online networks and communities, in which Internet users can be present 

with other people, and enact a membership of the Web. Structural adjustments 

therefore may be necessary to stimulate engagement, instil trust, and support 

group identity when using Internet technologies as part of a digital public 

archaeology. Developing groups and networks online will require special support 

- it cannot be assumed that ready communities exist or that they will.  

So what drives individuals to participate in these online communities and social 

media platforms? Access to technology and the skill to use those technologies 

remains stratified. The democratic and utopian ideals attached to the Internet by 

early pioneers (see: Rheingold 1993), along with the potential for widened 

patterns of research, must also be tempered with a more critical awareness of 

inequalities, which sees online users dominated not only by Western countries, 

but also a demography characterised by white, middle-class males (Wessels 

2009; Nakamura & Chow-White 2011; Wessels 2013). Indeed, as many scholars 

have pointed out, the use of the Internet in society reflects the power struggles, 

divisions and asymmetries of the ‘real’ world in terms of gender, sex, religion, 

age, class and ethnicity (Brown 2007; Nakamura & Chow-White 2011; Hargittai 

& Hsieh 2013). This is a significant point of caution for any research undertaken 

both through and on the Internet. 
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Communities forming online need not be considered in opposition to those 

created offline, but re-imagined as similar complexities of camaraderie and 

support forming in a new space, or place, where relationships are forged and 

new ways of being enacted and embodied self-identified community groups 

using digital technologies may struggle to find legitimacy as authentic and 

trustworthy voices, precisely because they are heard through a medium 

conventionally dismissed as either seemingly or potentially false and do not have 

the requisite affiliation with an academic authority to reinforce their legitimacy 

(see Chapter 8 on archaeological authority online). As such, while the Internet 

offers access to a virtual world with the potential to reap cultural and social 

benefits, it also brings with it a range of tensions and examples of misrecognition 

of data, authority or participation that cumulatively and unsatisfactorily renders 

it unhelpful. 

 

Gere writes that despite the promises of social media to embrace nostalgia for 

the lost communities of the past, there are “historical precedents for the failure 

of every new form of communication to fulfil the Utopian ideals which almost 

always accompany their first appearance” (2012, 7). The iterative process of 

development and support for online communities in archaeology, as elsewhere, 

will require long-term commitment on the part of the originator to sustained 

communication and the encouragement of social interaction, as well as 

maintaining the relevance of both discussion and platform. That participatory 

projects are questionable in their effectiveness, when balanced against 

“democracy and ownership”, is understood (Kidd 2010, 65). The potential for 

public engagement and participation requires a considered strategic approach. 

The success of any social media endeavour in public archaeology must first 

recognise the need for a nuanced approach to the technologies involved, with 

careful consideration of the need for an investment of time, flexibility and an 

organisational commitment to collaboration with, and inclusion of, the wider 

public. Kling and Courtright's (2003) socio-technical model of the Internet sees 

social behaviour online interacting with technical aspects of the internet and 

they claim that space online must be seen as structured both socially and 
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technically to understand behaviour in online communities. The sustainability of 

these online communities is a complex issue - technological and fashionable 

obsolescence; user-unfriendly, complex sign-up processes; active exclusion and 

clique behaviour (Kling & Courtright 2003; Isherwood 2009); and the need to 

support online dialogue. 

 

 

6.2 Social Capital and Weak Ties 

 

The concept of social capital - a concept defined as the benefits and resources 

accumulated through social relationships and social networks - has been 

disseminated from sociological theory into popular parlance over the past twenty 

years (Portes 2000, 43). As a sociological concept, social capital has been a 

subject of interest to a number of international development agencies and 

national bodies in the UK over the past decade, and the impact of this form of 

capital has been explored in a variety of diverse organisational contexts, such as 

the World Bank, the UK Office of National Statistics, and local government 

authorities. This diversity of interest is in recognition of the importance of the 

processes of gaining social capital, alongside human and economic capital, for 

economic success, community cohesion, and the wellbeing of society (Warren et 

al 2001; Office for Public Management 2005; World Bank 2011). The term 

‘social capital’ is most famously associated with the work of four academics; 

French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu (1984; 1986), the American economist, Glen 

Loury (1977; 1981), the American sociologist James Coleman (1988), and 

American political scientist Robert Putman (1995; 2001).  

 

Although rooted in the work of nineteenth century sociological thinkers such as 

Durkheim, de Tocqueville and Marx, the concept of social capital was first 

systematically explored in English translation by Pierre Bourdieu in his 1986 

work Forms of Capital. This work focused on the benefits accrued by the 

individual by deliberately investing, constructing and participating in social 

networks and groups, as the reproduction and encouragement of inequalities 
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and elitism (Portes 2000; Gauntlett 2011). Bourdieu later goes on to define 

social capital as “the sum of the resources, actual or virtual, that accrue to an 

individual or a group by virtue of possessing a durable network of more or less 

institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition” 

(Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992, 119). Glen Loury’s work on social capital 

concentrated on the inter-generational mobility and inequalities involved in 

race-related income and educational opportunities amongst Black Americans, 

although he did not expand his concept of social capital in great detail (Portes 

2000, 46). James Coleman acknowledges his debt to Loury’s work in his broader 

view of social capital in his 1988 article Social Capital in the Creation of Human 

Capital. In this work, he approached the social, economic, inter-generational and 

regulatory aspects of the concept through an exploration of trust, social 

networks and the ability to organise collectively, as important functions of a 

successful society (Coleman 1988). Robert Putman is the foremost popular 

writer on the concept of social capital through his research on the decline of 

American civil, social and political life, most famously in his book Bowling Alone 

(Putman 1995; 2001). Putnam’s work on social capital concentrates on those 

elements of activity and relationships in society that can encourage togetherness 

and cohesion. He defines these relationships as bonding capital - strong social 

ties amongst groups such as neighbours and church members - and bridging 

capital - where members of one group connect with members of another group 

for advice, support or information (Siisiäinen 2000; Larsen et al 2004). 

 

The strength, and strengthening, of a strong social tie relies on shared intimacy, 

mutuality, emotional connection, length of time and reciprocity (Granovetter 

1973; Berkowitz 1982; Marsden & Lin 1982; Wellman 1982; Weenig & Midden 

1991). Granovetter’s work suggested that the strengths of a relationship 

connection should be judged by the emotional intensity, shared confidences, 

reciprocal services and time invested that are involved in the relationship in 

question (1973). A weak tie can be defined as a beneficial relationship between 

individuals in social circles, based on acquaintanceship - for example, 

professional colleagues, ‘friends-of-friends’, contacts with shared points of 
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interest, which integrates the disparate groups into a wider setting and 

ultimately, wider society (Constant et al 1996: Kavanaugh et al 2005). 

Granovetter’s work emphasised the importance of weak ties in interpersonal 

networks for the diffusion of influence and information (Granovetter 1973; 

Granovetter 1982). The strength of weak ties lies in the possibility that 

“whatever is to be diffused can reach a larger number of people, and traverse a 

greater social distance, when passed through weak ties rather than strong” 

(Granovetter 1973, 1366). 

 

 

 

Fig. 6.1: The dimensions of social capital defined by Narayan and Cassidy (2001, 
67). Reproduced with permission of SAGE Publications Copyright Clearance Centre 

2014. 
Granovetter’s concepts of weak ties within social networks have been further 

defined by Putman (2001), and Narayan and Cassidy (2001) (Fig. 6.1), as a 

form of social capital - what Putnam terms bridging social capital. These weak 
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ties are not part of one’s regular, close social network, but are instead 

relationships based on infrequent contact, and an absence of intimacy and 

reciprocity (Constant et al 1996, 120). The weak tie relationship can provide 

sources of information, professional connections and organisational networking 

(Wellman 1992). These bridges between social cliques allow connections 

between otherwise disconnected individuals and organisations (Kavanaugh et al 

2005). The weak tie relationship is structured so that a wide variety of 

information can be diffused and accessed through these different social networks 

(Granovetter 1973; Putman 2001). Weak ties may actually be advantageous for 

networking and community, and concentration on the strength of these ties, 

ignores both content and context of the relationship interaction. The flexibility of 

such relationships, without the commitment of a strong tie, also allows for 

experimentation and “impose fewer concerns regarding social conformity” (Ruef 

2002, 430). Previous diffusion research in communication studies has 

demonstrated that people rarely act on information received by mass media, 

unless this is also reinforced by personal relationships - emphasising the 

importance of weak ties and bridging social capital to reinforce cohesion and 

collective action (Katz & Lazafield 1955; Rogers 1962; Kavanaugh et al 2005).  

Positive online engagements - rather than abusive communication or trolling - 

between community members and social networks, however dynamic, 

asynchronous or geographically distant, are always socially embedded. Hampton 

suggests that online interaction should be considered another form of 

community interaction, facilitated by technology, rather than a distinct form of 

relationship and social practice (2003, 15). Research has demonstrated that 

social networking platforms are the most popular tools for addressing activism 

about social issues (Brodock et al 2009; Harlow & Harp 2012; Lovejoy & Saxton 

2012). According to research by Denning (2000) there are five methods and 

stages of Internet activism: collection of information; publication of information; 

dialogue; coordinating actions and lobbying decision makers. Work by Warren et 

al on the use of Facebook for online activism suggests that there is a distinct 

“online community that supports and educates their online audience with similar 
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intentions for the good of the community” (2014, 288). The work of Jensen et al 

(2007), which explored the role of the Internet in community groups and 

political activity, suggests that whilst online activity is socially embedded, online 

community activism clusters around political action, information seeking, and 

contacting political actors, and the level of social engagement is reduced in 

comparison to being a simple extension of offline relationships. The indications 

within these data that participation in online political engagement is not 

dependent on education, age, belonging to a specific community or household 

income that are especially significant for public archaeology (Jensen et al 2007, 

47). 

A number of studies have been undertaken on the role of Internet technologies 

and communication in the impact of weak ties, bridging social capital and 

community activism (Bian 1997; Bandura 2001; Haythornthwaite 2001; Shah et 

al 2001; Hampton 2003; Kavanaugh et al 2005; Wasko & Faraj 2005; Gladwell 

2010). However, the exploration of the influence of online communities is 

tainted by the presence of homophily, confounding effects, and simultaneity 

(Manski 1993; McPherson et al 2001; Aral et al 2009; Aral 2011; Aral & Walker 

2012). The hypothesis that influential individuals act as catalysts for information 

dissemination appears to have little evidence in the academic literature to 

support its claims - a variety of research papers suggest that susceptibility to 

influence is more important in the spread of information and ideas and that it is 

unclear if influence, susceptibility or spontaneous adoption depend on the type 

of information or behaviour being shared (Kempe et al 2003; Centola & Macy 

2007; Aral & Walker 2012; Tang et al 2012; Centola 2013). As my data 

demonstrates, these factors will be highlighted even further in a small discipline 

such as archaeology (see Chapters 4 and 8.5 for more discussion of this issue). 
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6.3 The Impact of Social Capital, Weak Ties and Online Activism 

on Archaeology 

 

The ability - or lack thereof - of online communities to sustain and leverage 

community interests, as well as organise and mobilise for collective action is a 

vital area for exploration by archaeology organisations involved in public 

engagement, and one especially important during the current period of severe 

austerity measures and long-term structural changes in local government 

(County Councils Network 2013; Local Government Association 2013) that have 

affected the archaeological profession in all areas of the discipline (Aitchison & 

Macqueen 2013; Institute of Historic Building Conservation 2013). One of the 

most important impacts of the current UK government’s economic austerity 

programme is the impact of these measures on the provision of services by local 

government. During the period 2012-13, there was a significant reduction in the 

numbers of professional archaeological and heritage conservation advisors 

working in local government through management of Historic Environment 

Records in planning departments, with three members of full-time equivalent 

staff per local authority on average - the smallest has one, the largest has 16 (for 

now) (Institute of Historic Building Conservation 2013). The work of the HER is 

the core dataset which guides planning and protection of all areas of practise in 

archaeology and building conservation in the UK, yet there has been a 28 per 

cent fall in the number of local authority planning archaeologists and 

conservation experts since 2006 (Institute of Historic Building Conservation 

2013). Both public access to archaeological information and archaeological sites 

and built heritage have been, in many areas, such as Merseyside (Council for 

British Archaeology 2011a) and Teesside (Council for British Archaeology 

2011b), deemed at risk, through a lack of archaeological protection and Historic 

Environment Record support within the planning system at local authority level.  

 

As a result of the National Planning Policy Framework (Department for 

Communities and Local Government 2012), there has been a shift in local 
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government assumptions in favour of development, despite concerns that 

archaeological sites are being lost, damaged or their setting obscured, and there 

is an increasing groundswell of online petitions and activism regarding threats to 

the historic environment from planning, development, or austerity measures (for 

example: RESCUE: The British Archaeological Trust 2014; SAVE Britain’s 

Heritage 2014; Save the Cromwell Museum 2014; Save Hubberston Fort 2014). 

The concept of networked communities can be leveraged to protest quickly and 

virally against local, regional and national heritage issues.  

 

In 2013, local and national protest at proposed local authority housing 

development plans in the area of one of the UK’s most significant and intact 

Iron-Age hillforts at Old Oswestry, Shropshire, triggered a grassroots campaign, 

which is currently active online and offline. A local community archaeology 

group was re-established in 2013 as a reaction to the local authority proposals, 

called the Old Oswestry Landscape and Archaeology Project (Shropshire Star 

2013). The community protest also founded its own Facebook page (Fig. 6.2) 

and has been actively using social media to connect with supportive audiences 

beyond the local area, including national heritage organisations such as RESCUE 

(The Heritage Journal 201; Oswestry 21 Community Voices 2013; RESCUE: The 

British Archaeological Trust 2014; Old Oswestry Hillfort Facebook Page 2014). 

The online campaign consists of a petition, Facebook campaign group and 

various calls from participants through social media platforms such as Twitter 

for action in order to prevent the allocation of housing in such an 

archaeologically-sensitive area, which is being proposed as part of the Local 

Authority Site Allocations and Management of Development Plan (SAMDev) 

(Old Oswestry Iron Age Hillfort Campaign Petition 2013). The campaign against 

the housing allocation plan is ongoing, with a combination of online and offline 

activism to harness local, national and international protest and support.  
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Fig. 6.2: Screenshot of the Old Oswestry Hillfort Facebook Page. 1 February 2014. 
Retrieved from: https://www.facebook.com/OldOswestryHillfort  

 

 

However, as Kidd observes in the article Enacting Engagement Online: Framing 

Social Media Use for the Museum, communities are not sustained and maintained 

simply through the possession of a social media presence, nor does such a 

presence bring guarantees of notable use, traffic and interest. “It has been shown 

that much of the interaction and exchange that occurs within an online 

community (and certainly content creation) will come from a soberingly small 

segment of potential and actual users” (2010, 69). The use of social networking 

platforms for archaeology can help make community-focused activism more 

visible, in what is a niche subject nationally. By being able to observe the actions 

of those undertaking petitions and campaigning online, as a wider group of 

people can be informed of issues and activism, even if they choose not to take 

their involvement further than reading text. The key concept is the visible success 

of Internet technologies as a medium for activism, engagement and fundraising 

in archaeology and elsewhere (Bandura 2002). 
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There is a distinct lack of understanding of the role of Internet and mobile 

technologies and social media for campaigning and mobilising activism amongst 

archaeological communities, and this area of study has only recently been 

examined in the academic literature (Richardson 2013). The use of Internet 

technologies as a medium for protest and activism will allow organisations and 

individuals to share news, information and practical details; information can 

flow between groups and individuals at speed, and reach a wider audience than 

those activists involved in the organisation. Activists are no longer dependent on 

attendance at physical meetings, or chance encounters to share news or plan 

action. Online crowds can be assembled, audiences gathered and action can take 

place, across boundaries of geography, time and demographic. However, as 

Treré notes, there is a persistent “’one-medium’ bias’ in academic literature in 

relationship to the role of Internet and mobile technologies and social 

movements and activism in real life (2011, 3). The section below will explore 

the developments of an archaeological campaign that harnessed the power of 

online social capital and weak tie networks online and offline, and demonstrates 

the value that these technologies bring to an ecology of communication media 

and personal ‘real-life’ relationships. 

 

 

6.3.1 Cherrywood Crannog and Social Media-Based Activism 

 

These communication tools and practises are becoming fundamental 

cornerstones of activism strategies for issues related to threats to heritage and 

archaeology in the UK and beyond. In this section, we will examine a recent 

archaeological campaign in the UK that has extensively exploited social media 

platforms to actively campaign against threats to archaeology at the site of the 

Cherrymount Link Road Crannog, Co. Fermanagh, Northern Ireland. 

 

During the early summer of 2012, the imminent destruction of an Early Christian 

high status waterlogged archaeological site at Drumclay, Co. Fermanagh was 
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first reported in a blog by an archaeologist in Northern Ireland on the 17th July 

(Chapple 2012). Part of the site, which was once a dwelling place called a 

‘crannog’ in the area of a former lake, was being excavated by commercial 

archaeologists on behalf of the developer, the Northern Ireland Department for 

Regional Development, and overseen by archaeologists from the Northern 

Ireland Environment Agency and Northern Ireland Roads Service (Pitts 2012a) 

(Fig. 6.3). Archaeological excavation, scheduled for six weeks, commenced in 

June 2012, prior to the construction of the A32 Cherrymount link road-building 

scheme.  

 

However, the junior site staff, and other archaeologists working in Northern 

Ireland, felt that the short rescue excavations were woefully insufficient to 

explore the archaeological monument to a professional level prior to its 

eradication by the road works. Crannogs are partially, or wholly, man-made 

islands constructed in lakes, rivers or estuarine areas, which were built with 

timber, stone and/or brushwood, and used as temporary or permanent 

settlements. Many of these defensible sites saw multiple periods of occupation 

and reuse and are often waterlogged with excellent preservation of artefact and 

environmental evidence, although few have yet been fully excavated (O'Sullivan 

1998; Pitts 2012b). Examples have been found throughout Ireland and Scotland, 

and have a range of dates for construction, reuse and inhabitation, from 5,000 

years ago up to the seventeenth century (Scottish Crannog Centre 2013). 
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Fig 6.3: Drumclay Crannog during the excavation in 2012.  
Image used with the kind permission of Robert Chapple 2012. 

 

 

The potential for the preservation of waterlogged organic remains, such as wood 

and leather, and environmental evidence such as seeds, pollen, molluscs and 

phytoliths,146 on these sites means that recovery and conservation of these 

archaeological objects and contexts can be time consuming, technically 

challenging and expensive (O'Sullivan 1998). The location and identity of the 

crannog at Drumclay had been published in the Journal of the Royal Historical 

and Archaeological Association of Ireland in 1873 (Wakeman 1873), which is 

widely available as a PDF through the JSTOR website.147 The location of the 

Cherrymount crannog is recorded on the Northern Ireland Sites and Monuments 

Record (Northern Ireland Sites & Monuments Record 2013), and had appeared 

on the Ordnance Survey maps of 1835 and 1860 (Pitt 2012b; Chapple 2013, 

                                                           
146

 Phytoliths are “silica bodies produced by plants when soluble silica in the ground water is 
absorbed by the roots and carried up to the plant via the vascular system…Phytolith analysis can 
be a good tool for examining both the paleoenvironment and also cultural records, including 
evidence of diet and food processing” (PalaeoResearch Institute 2014). 
147

 http://www.jstor.org/stable/25506623 
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10). Despite this clear archive of information, which would indicate that there 

was the potential for an archaeological site of national importance, the 

archaeological company undertaking the desktop research report on behalf of 

the developers had made serious professional omissions. The initial excavations 

at Drumclay (Fig. 6.3) had produced high-quality evidence from perishable 

materials, including fabric, footwear and a wooden plate, as well as evidence of 

a rare double-walled wattle house (Chapple 2012; Fermanagh Herald 2012; 

Chapple 2013). However, no specialist environmental archaeologist had been 

consulted for advice, or employed to sample the site, and storage facilities for 

ecofacts148 and waterlogged material were non-existent. Prior to the initial six 

week excavation, engineering works had begun to drain the bog in which the 

site now stood - which led to the drying out and decay of the archaeological 

remains and a collapse of part of the site (Chapple 2013, 11). The excavation 

was scheduled to finish on 20 July 2012 and the concerned site archaeologists 

turned to social media to attract attention to the plight of the site and raise 

public and media awareness of the situation (Chapple 2012).  

 

There was an immediate issue with the extent and length of the excavations at 

the crannog site. The archaeologists working on the site - which did not include 

the site director - and other professional archaeologists working in Northern 

Ireland and beyond, recognised the importance and significance of the 

archaeology that was being excavated over a short period of six weeks, without 

extensive investigation and rigorous archaeological excavation beyond five per 

cent of the total discernible area of the crannog site, prior to the construction of 

the highway (Pitts 2012b). Chapple’s initial blog post of 17 July 2012149 (Fig. 

6.4) was accompanied by an anonymous report and photographs from the 

excavations and the condition of the site, which were leaked by a member of the 

archaeological staff working on the excavation and concerned at the apparent 

destruction of the significant features and preserved artefacts. Unfortunately, 

                                                           
148

 Ecofacts are environmental archaeological artefacts, such as seeds, pollen, charcoal and 
animal remains. 
149

 http://rmchapple.blogspot.co.uk/2012/07/urgent-important-early-christian.html 
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this member of staff was identified and their employment contract was 

terminated (Chapple et al 2012; Pitts 2012b; Pitts 2012c). The subsequent social 

media campaign saw international protest, which drew public attention to the 

plight of the site, and establishment support for further investigation and proper 

mitigation through extended archaeological excavation (Pitts 2012c).  

 

 

 

 

Fig. 6.4: Screenshot of Robert Chapple’s blog post. 30 July 2012. 
Retrieved from: http://rmchapple.blogspot.co.uk/2012/07/urgent-important-early-

christian.html 
 

 

The site was also highlighted to the wider archaeological community through a 

discussion thread on the British Archaeological Jobs and Resources Federation 

Forum, an online publicly accessible discussion forum, primarily used by 

archaeologists, and managed by the British Archaeological Jobs and Resources 
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(BAJR) organisation on 25 July 2012 (British Archaeological Jobs and Resources 

Federation Forum 2012) as well as an article in the popular archaeology 

magazine British Archaeology (Pitts 2012b). A central focus for discussion and 

communication was created through the foundation of the Facebook 

Cherrymount Crannog Crisis group, was established in July 2012 (Cherrymount 

Crannog Crisis Facebook Group 2013), with membership drawn from regional 

archaeologists working in commercial archaeology, as well as a number of 

academics and state sector archaeologists, and concerned lay people (Chapple 

2012; 2013). Large, influential national archaeology organisations were involved 

as their membership contacted them after reading the content of the blog post, 

including the Institute of Archaeologists of Ireland, and an online petition to the 

Northern Ireland Minister for the Environment was launched (Change.org 2014; 

Institute of Archaeologists of Ireland 2012). The Institute of Archaeologists of 

Ireland and the UK Institute for Archaeologists gave voice to their protest at the 

treatment of the site, and wrote to the Minister for the Environment in Northern 

Ireland to intervene (Institute of Archaeologists 2012b; Institute of 

Archaeologists of Ireland 2012). Robert Chapple also appeared on the regional 

television news and in the regional newspapers to discuss the issues with the 

excavation, as a result of attention from the media for his initial blog post 

(Chapple 2012). The original core protest group;  

 

…consisted largely of a coalition of well-informed archaeologists, and 
in many ways the group treated the matter as an internal issue, 
writing directly to local politicians, communicating with the IAI 
(Institute of Archaeologists of Ireland), and writing to the Minister of 
the Environment, Alex Atwood (Chapple 2013). 

 
 

The grassroots social media campaign also drew support from a wide and vocal 

public. Professional outcry and public pressure through the various social media 

platforms and in the national press led to a visit to the crannog site by the 

Northern Ireland Environment Minister, Alex Attwood, who placed an 

immediate ban on construction traffic around the site and a reassessment of the 

requirements of the archaeologists to fully complete the excavations (The 
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Impartial Reporter 2012). This was a significant victory for the concerned 

activists, and a wider investigation of the site was subsequently carried out, 

alongside consultations with specialist archaeologists experienced in excavating 

wetlands environments and undertaking environmental sampling. After 

continuous excavation from July 2012 over eight months, archaeologists were 

able to determine that the site at Drumclay had been occupied for over 1,000 

years from before the seventh until the seventeenth century, and is one of 

Ireland’s richest archaeological sites. A selection of the finds from the site, 

including a medieval burial, cloth, leather shoes, knives and a gaming board, are 

now part of a special exhibition at the Enniskillen Castle Museums (Pitts 2012b; 

Enniskillen Castle Museum 2013; Irish Times 2013). 

 

It was only after this intense campaign to raise public awareness through the use 

of social media platforms that coverage of the issue in the regional and national 

press led to an international outcry and political intervention that eventually 

secured the site for further archaeological investigation throughout 2012. The 

campaign through social media also led to an internal professional investigation 

by the UK Institute of Field Archaeologists, after the normal channels of 

complaint and protest had been exhausted (Chapple 2012, British 

Archaeological Jobs and Resources Federation Forum 2012). Robert Chapple 

stated;  

 

It was social media that got a groundswell of opinion together, in one 
place & kept it focused. The blog piece worked well in itself, but the 
format of a didactic post followed by comments isn't particularly 
designed for a discussion between equals - no matter how you 
approach the comments, they're always subservient to the original 
post. Email - much like regular mail - is essentially private & it's good 
for one to one communication & annoying politicians. However, 
social media - FB in particular, but Twitter too (and Google+ to a 
much smaller extent) allowed genuine communication and discussion 
between all parties - no matter if they were a respected archaeologist 
or an interested 'lay person' - and as equals (2013, pers. comm. 15 
August). 
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The impact of social media platforms to secure the fate of the archaeology at the 

Drumclay crannog appears to be central to the success of public protest. The 

central point for the future use of social media as a campaign tool is how 

organisations and community bodies can sustain the intensity of these 

encounters with cultural, social and political issues, as well as in public 

archaeology - as quickly as a crowd can gather together to protest online, so can 

it disburse, and issues lose their immediately and relevance in the vast churn of 

Internet news. Weak ties online require little or no acknowledgment of personal 

relationships or shared communities outside the digital world. There is little or 

no commitment involved in participation in an online campaign, unless you are 

the organiser. This makes it easy for participants to rendezvous and depart 

consciously, or simply drift from attentiveness to benign neglect. Social media 

can enhance our existing channels of communication - agile, mobile technologies 

make it easier for the concerned public to express themselves to their friends and 

followers. However, the fact that online and mobile communications enable 

swift reaction to current issues does not mean that these technologies are 

themselves the natural enemy of the status quo. Those politically concerned 

participants and protesters that are able to quickly mobilise in the face of issues 

like Drumclay crannog, which puts those without regular access to social media 

platforms, or those organisations or campaigners who are unsure how to use 

these media as part of public protest effectively, at a disadvantage. However, as 

Robert Chapple (2013, pers. comm, 15 August) wrote, “...this was a campaign 

that would have still been possible had we not had access to modern computing 

& social media. However, I doubt that it would have been as successful as it 

was”.  

 

 

6.3.2 RESCUE - Difficulties Harnessing Social Media Activism 

 

Yet other attempts at harnessing social media and campaigning online within the 

archaeology sector have not been as successful as the Cherrymount crannog 
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case. The organisation RESCUE (RESCUE: The British Archaeological Trust 

2014) have used their website (Fig. 6.5) and social media presence as 

campaigning tools, with an active page on Facebook and Twitter account (for 

background information on RESCUE, see Chapter 3).  

 

 

 

Fig. 6.5: Screenshot of the RESCUE website. 2 February 2014. Retrieved from: 
http://rescue-archaeology.org.uk/ 

 

RESCUE updates their Facebook page with news of archaeological campaign 

issues in the UK and overseas on a daily basis, and the main website also 

contains a geo-located map of cuts of museums, university departments, 

archaeological services and standing buildings at risk (RESCUE: The British 

Archaeological Trust 2014). However, the volunteer committee who are 

responsible for these platforms find the use of social media as a campaigning 

tool difficult: 

…overall I'd say Rescue is a bit behind the times with regards to social 
media. Every so often I remember the Twitter account, but it doesn't 
get updated as regularly as it should. Also, I'd say that most of our 
followers on Twitter and Facebook are fairly passive - i.e. we don't get 
a lot of feedback - so I'm not desperately sure we're encouraging 
(proactive) activism, but rather feeding people's apathy and probably 
making them feel grateful that "someone else" is angry on their 
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behalf. Chris and I both find that quite frustrating and have discussed 
it at meetings in the past. It's not something I ever got to grips with 
properly when I was Secretary (T Howe 2013, pers. comm., 5 July). 

The volunteer member of the RESCUE management team responsible for the 

RESCUE Facebook page is Dr Chris Cumberpatch, who posts articles gathered 

from a number of websites every day which seem relevant to the priorities of 

RESCUE as an organisation. Both members of the RESCUE council have 

expressed their frustrations with the use of social media as a method through 

which to engage members of the public interested in campaigning on heritage 

issues. Despite the success of the Cherrymount Crannog protest, harnessing the 

virality of social media platforms and the support of archaeological communities 

is not always straightforward without team members who are familiar with these 

platforms and can leverage the online connections required for publicity, as well 

as have time to undertake the preparation work required to support a successful 

campaign: 

As far as I can judge, we tend get new followers joining when 
something grim happens - the days after the recent spending review 
saw a rush of new people. Unfortunately I think they see following 
the FB page as a substitute for actually joining RESCUE…I also failed 
to get to grips with the apathy factor when I was Secretary - I think 
that the only effective way to counteract it would be to run more 
aggressive and high profile campaigns on issues such as the 
destruction of the museum sector, the pernicious role of consultants, 
the progressive erosion of LA heritage services, the break-up of EH 
and so on but as we have discussed interminably at Committee 
meetings we lack the core of engaged and active supporters and the 
money (i.e. the ability to pay for a part-time or full time researcher 
who could develop our relationships with the mass media) to do 
this... (C Cumberpatch 2013, pers. comm, 6 July)   

The Cherrymount and RESCUE online campaigns are both examples of Internet 

activism according to Denning’s (2000) definition, and both campaigns have 

used the archaeological community online to attract support for information 

sharing, protest, and contacting political actors, reflecting the model of Jensen et 

al (2007), as well as created a focus for community, centred on interactions on 

the RESCUE and the Cherrymount Crannog Facebook pages. As these examples 

from the archaeological sector demonstrate, diffusion of information relies on 
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weak ties and bridging social capital to reinforce cohesion and collective action 

(Katz & Lazafield 1955; Rogers 1962; Kavanaugh et al 2005). The example of 

RESCUE suggests that people rarely act on the information received through 

their social media platforms, unless this is also reinforced by a sense of 

archaeological community centred on personal relationships and an urgent need 

for swift action. This emphasises the importance of communicating a sense of 

urgency and the perception of the destruction of the archaeological record to the 

online archaeological community, similar to that found in the Cherrymount 

crannog case or the Old Oswestry campaign, in order to invoke collective 

concern and action, and leverage weak ties within archaeological community 

and networks to extend the message beyond the existing supporter base.  

 

 

6.4 Twitter as Archaeological Community  

 

This section of Chapter 6 moves from the examination of case studies of 

archaeological activism as a focus for community-formation, to an examination 

of the social media platform Twitter as the location and tool for the creation of 

archaeological community and networking. This section will explore the 

experiences of archaeologists using the platform, and how the format and 

communication supported by Twitter creates a sense of community and supports 

networking, using the sociological concepts of weak ties and social capital. The 

data for this section was collected through a series of three annual online 

surveys from 2011 to 2013, “Twitter and Archaeology”, and a “Live-tweeting at 

Archaeology Conferences” survey taken in 2013 which are outlined in Chapter 3 

(full details of the survey questions and responses can be found in Appendices A 

(2011), C (2012), H (2013) and G (“Live-tweeting at Archaeology 

Conferences”). These surveys were designed to collect data that were descriptive 

and exploratory within the field of archaeological tweeting, and were not 

designed for formal hypothesis testing. I also began observing the use of Twitter 

for archaeological discussions and interactions during 2010, and made a formal 
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netnographic entrée to the archaeological Twitter community in April 2011 

through my own website (Richardson 2011) (see Chapter 3 for full details of the 

online ethnographic or ‘netnographic’ approach taken for data collection for this 

thesis).  

 

These archaeological activities were taking place on Twitter in a very 

unstructured and informal manner, and the platform was also being used as a 

‘first-port-of-call’ means of transmitting archaeological news amongst 

archaeological peers. The potential to increase the use of the platform for the 

public and intra-disciplinary dissemination of information about archaeology 

projects, new discoveries and active excavations was exciting - but how did the 

platform work with and for archaeologists as an online community? As Miller 

notes Twitter offers “an unprecedented opportunity to study human 

communication and social networks” (2011, 1814). However, little peer-

reviewed academic research had yet been undertaken that examined the use of 

Twitter in the archaeological sector apart from Morgan & Eve (2012), 

Richardson (2012) and Marwick (2013). An investigation into the use of the 

platform for public archaeology would provide useful data for the exploration of 

the research questions for this thesis, which examines the issue of online 

archaeological communities. 

 

Twitter is a web-based application that combines aspects of social networking, 

instant messaging and blogging into a fast, simple and convenient mode of 

communication. Twitter enables registered users to post short status updates, 

messages, trivia, news, links, photos and videos, known as 'tweets' to a web-

based public time line, or 'micro blog'. Originally designed for use with mobile 

phone text messaging services, the brevity of the format and restriction to 140 

characters creates an informal and economic communication channel (Cain 

Miller 2010). The disclosure of personal information in the user profile section is 

pared-down, optional and brief, allowing only for name, location, a short 160-

character biography and a web address. Limitations of real-life identity can be 

maintained, abandoned or re-imagined, as the emphasis of the Twitter platform 



199 
 

is in the present, the real-time update, rather than heavily focused on a detailed 

biography such as that found on the social networking platform, Facebook. 

Thoughts, links, commentary and questions take precedence over the user's 

identity and any information disclosed on Twitter is there to create and enhance 

the user's digital identity. After the user profile’s creation, updates and 

interactions from that point on create a personal digital presence within Twitter 

and allow the user to 'live' their tweeted life. Twitter describes itself as a 

platform that allows users to “create and share ideas and information instantly, 

without barriers” (Twitter 2013). Since its founding in 2007, Twitter has 

developed beyond the scope of the original social networking application, into a 

platform for news, commentary, opinions, networking, marketing, political 

activism, photo-sharing, event documentation, conversation and community. The 

attraction of the platform may be in part to its innovation and immediacy; 

 

The expressive limits of a kind of narrative developed from text 
messages, with less space to digress or explain than this sentence, has 
significant upsides. The best people on Twitter communicate with 
economy and precision, with each element —links, hash tags and 
comments -freighted with meaning (Carr 2010, 1). 

  

Access to the “thoughts, intentions and activities of millions of users in real-time” 

(Phelan et al 2009, 385) has created a powerful channel for understanding the 

immediate, in-the-moment Internet. Johnson wrote that Twitter offered the most 

useful alternative to the Google search engine, in its ability to bypass the “slow, 

accumulation of authority” that create Google's search results in favour of the 

“super-fresh web” provided by Twitter (2009). The issue of archaeological 

authority on Twitter will be explored in Chapter 8. Twitter supports 

communication, between individual-to-individual, and to a broader individual-

to-public - a 'broadcast' via Twitter to the time line audience.  

 

Twitter's popularity is global, and there are over 230 million active users every 

month (Fiegerman 2013). According to research by Java et al (2007), Takhteyev 

et al (2012) and Leetaru et al (2013), social networks are created and 
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maintained through common language and users tend to cluster with others that 

share a language. Research has shown that the most predominant language used 

on Twitter was English, followed by Spanish, Indonesian, Malay and Portuguese 

(Burcher 2010; Mocanu et al 2013). Java et al (2007) categorized user 

intentions into four types: “Daily Chatter” with comments and reports on aspects 

of daily life and routine; “Conversations” between Twitter account holders, using 

the @user syntax; “Sharing Information” such as news and resources via URLs 

and “Reporting News” by providing information on recent events. The 

researchers noted that users frequently have more than one intention when 

using the platform, reflecting different roles within different online networks, 

often concurrently. 

 

Research into the presentation of self in different mediated contexts has shown 

that the “imagined audience” is a key consideration for account holders when 

using social media (Marwick & Boyd 2010, 115). The disconnection between 

user and audience is important to consider, given the potential reach of the 

retweet, universal access to all public accounts via search engines, the possibility 

that there are significant numbers of dormant or infrequently-used Twitter 

accounts, and the likelihood that not every single follower reads every single 

Tweet on their time line. An audience on Twitter is constructed through the 

presentation of a constructed personal representation, personal relationships 

built through conversations and managing the balance between one-to-one and 

one-to-many communications (Marwick & Boyd 2010, 130).  

 

The inherent contradictions of this “digital intimacy” or “ambient awareness” 

(Thompson 2008) means that users and followers can experience a relationship 

on terms negotiated individually and without the other's consent, beyond the 

ability to block a user, or indeed strike up and maintain a conversation with a 

complete stranger. The brevity of the information available about Twitter users 

ensures that the development of a deeper sense of trust through personal 

relationships within the platform is a longer process. The personal information 

available from a Twitter profile is limited and optional, and is an example of the 
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online performance of the archaeological self, further discussed in Chapter 8. 

Vazire & Gosling's work on personality impressions on personal websites 

concluded that “every detail of a personal website is the result of a conscious 

decision on the part of the author” (Vazire & Gosling 2004, 124).  

 

The Twitter platform has been used by those working in archaeology as a 

conduit for information sharing, cooperation and discussion, frequently 

mentioning the existence of an archaeological community on the platform, often 

sharing information centred on the use of hashtags. Since 2009, Twitter has 

hyperlinked all hashtags in tweets to the Twitter search facility (Wikipedia 

2014). Hashtags are now also found in use across a number of social networking 

platforms, including Facebook, Instagram, and Google+. Hashtags are a form of 

metadata tags, and their use allows Twitter users to collate and follow disparate 

asynchronous conversations across time zones, listen and respond to Twitter 

users outside their follow list, and further refine the Twitter platform’s search 

facilities. Hashtags can assist in the search for specific discussion topics in what 

is potentially an overwhelming number of tweets, and it is now possible to 

search for hashtags directly on search engines such as Google150 and Bing.151 The 

hashtag is indicated by the use of the # (hash) symbol, which is placed before 

words within the text of the tweet. This allows the annotation and clustering of 

relevant Tweets around specific themes - as demonstrated in Fig. 6.6, which 

shows the use of the hashtag #archaeology. 

 

                                                           
150

 https://www.google.co.uk/ 
151

 http://www.bing.com/ 
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Fig. 6.6: Screenshot from Twitter demonstrating the use of the hashtag 
#archaeology. Retrieved from: 

https://twitter.com/adreinhard/status/450782661523406848 
 

 

The results of the three “Twitter and Archaeology” surveys clearly demonstrate 

that archaeological communities worldwide are embracing the Twitter platform 

for the same reasons as everyone else - to broadcast, listen and network with 

others in their field, but also to share and benefit from current archaeological 

research and discuss professional issues. This boundary-crossing global network 

lies both within and outside archaeological specialisms, and provides 

collaboration and contact that could only otherwise be facilitated by 

geographical proximity, synchronous research fields or conference attendance, 

organisational membership or personal acquaintance. Indeed, the majority of 

users have already met in person, or plan to meet in person, those archaeological 

acquaintances made through Twitter - which again demonstrates the existence 

and importance of weak ties and social capital for these communities 

(Granovetter 1973; Putnam 2001). Archaeological tweeters report that they are 

active on the platform, with the majority regularly posting about 

archaeologically related topics each week. The survey respondents report that 

they are enthusiastic about sharing their subject: tweeting frequency on 

archaeological topics does not depend on whether they have an official work 

account or one for personal use and the use of archaeology-related lists to filter 

and manage information is common. 
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The survey results clearly demonstrate a sense of belonging to a specific and 

growing archaeological network or community. The respondents especially 

valued the way in which Twitter facilitated small-group interaction across 

archaeological disciplines and the opportunity to learn from new, unpublished 

research and 'listen' and comment during tweeted conferences. However, there 

are barriers to a sense of archaeological community. Some noted the perception 

that there are low numbers of archaeological Twitter users, and highlighted a 

concern that infrequent participation, or satisfaction with a passive role, would 

fail to establish a meaningful sense of belonging, as an individual, in a larger 

archaeological network. Although social media offers a variety of platforms on 

which to communicate, the unique functionality of Twitter that provides a 

simple, informal networking channel and access to immediate news would be 

sorely missed should it fold, and similar experiences would be sought out using 

other web tools. The survey noted that the use of Twitter in communication with 

the public could create friction with organisations. There is a notable lack of 

organisational guidance for the use of Twitter, and indeed other forms of the 

social Web. This absence of policies for social media use appears to be 

widespread within archaeological organisations, and is an area ripe for further 

study. However, the scant information from the survey regarding organisational 

use could also be due to the prevalence of the use of the platform for personal 

opinion, news and dialogue, using non-work devices, as highlighted by the 

number of mobile phones used to Tweet, rather than any form of prescriptive 

organisational broadcasting.  

 

 

6.4.1 The Use of Twitter at Archaeological Conferences 

The method of online survey used for the “Live-tweeting at Archaeological 

Conferences” can be found in detail in Chapter 3, and full details of the 

questions and responses can be found in Appendix G. This survey covered the 

use of Twitter as a conference discussion and sharing tool and was designed to 
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collect data on participant’s experiences and attitudes to tweeting at academic 

archaeology conferences, both as online spectator and active physical 

participant. The questions asked for the individual’s perspective on a number of 

subjects - the preferred method for accessing archaeological conferences if 

unable to attend; the elements of Twitter use that encourages or discourages 

participation in live-tweeting; the personal benefits from participation in live-

tweeting; the perception of the impact of live-tweeting on public engagement 

between archaeologists and non-archaeologists; collation and distribution of 

live-tweeted archaeological debate after events, and the need for live-tweeting 

etiquette and guidelines at archaeological conferences. The survey investigated 

how participants, both physically present and those online, can contribute to, 

and conceptualise, their involvement in academic discussion and wider public 

engagement through this Twitter back channel.  

Since the Twitter application can be accessed through mobile devices, and in an 

era of increasing use of smartphones and tablet computers, alongside the 

increasing availability of Wi-Fi or mobile broadband connections at conference 

venues, there has been an increase in the use of the micro-blogging platform as 

an informal back channel for discussion and debate at academic conferences. 

The live-tweeting of archaeological conferences is growing in popularity in the 

UK, as the archaeological twitter community expands and more conference 

organisers recognise the need and expectation for an official hashtag and Wi-Fi 

at events. These “back channels” (Ross et al 2010, 214) are a location of 

temporary community formation, beyond the direct control of the conference 

organisers, which take place between both the conference attendees and remote 

followers, and the discussions, are most frequently situated around conference 

hashtags. The ability to remotely participate in events through the medium of 

Twitter, has increasing appeal for those unable to attend in person, as well as for 

those in attendance, in order to follow discussions, foster debate, and support 

personal networking. There are a number of benefits of the creation of a back 

channel to explore networking opportunities beyond the physical and 

disciplinary presence at the conference itself. The challenge presented by the 
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presence of a digital discussion channel, which lies beyond the formal 

conference structure of speaker, audience, question-and-answer-sessions, and 

physically seeing and experiencing the presentation of academic papers, has 

been explored in only a small handful of academic papers (Jacobs & McFarlane 

2005; Reinhardt et al 2009; Ross et al 2010).  

 

There are a number of issues involved in the use of these back channels at 

academic conferences, where previously undisclosed information may be shared 

as part of the presentation of new research material and data. On 30 September 

2012, academic debate on the subject of live-tweeting from academic 

conferences, where the possibility of unpublished research being shared through 

social media was the subject of alarm amongst some parties became the so-

called ‘#Twittergate’ debate.152 This led to intense discussion on the issue of the 

ethics and use of live-tweeting at academic conferences, and a series of blogs 

and advisory notes were published in the higher-education media (Priego 2012a; 

Priego 2012b). The question of the benefits and risks involved with live-tweeting 

at archaeological conferences is interesting from the perspective of public 

archaeology. As discussed in Chapter 5, there is potential for the discussion 

backchannel to reach beyond the echo chamber of the professional archaeology 

community, but the survey does not provide a clear indication how the 

archaeological community on Twitter envisage this happening.  

 

Respondents to the survey note that they participate in the Twitter back channel 

for a variety of reasons situated around the sense of professional archaeological 

community found on the platform; a sense of wider community “I am 

encouraged by the ability to participate if I’m not attending, or to provide my 

colleagues with a chance to participate if I am attending”; sharing the 

excitement of new archaeological information at conferences “anything that 

came up in a session that was revolutionary”; a feeling of “heightened 

inclusivity” and wider reach for information by sharing and retweeting 
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conference tweets and furthering collaboration and discussion online and offline 

and “joining in with a community of other people tweeting about/discussing the 

same issues” (Survey 7, Question 5, Appendix G). The benefits of following 

conferences through Twitter, rather than attending them in real-life are a sense 

of vicarious participation and reduced isolation, professional networking, 

keeping abreast of the latest issues and discussion in archaeology and accessing 

the thoughts and opinions of participants rather than the speakers themselves 

(Survey 7, Question 8, Appendix G).  

 

Using a hashtag as part of the online backchannel at a conference acts as a 

community focus point for debate and commentary. It allows real-life conference 

participants to share and categorise their tweets with Twitter followers that are 

specifically interested in certain topics, and acts as a bridge to participation for 

those following online. This also widens the reach of conference tweeting, since 

anyone using a public Twitter account can search and view any post that 

includes a hashtag, even if the account is not being followed directly. It is also 

beneficial for any asynchronous followers who want to pick up on the conference 

discussion after the event. The ability to use a hashtag within a conference 

setting is “...extremely useful when sharing contributing to a specific topic or 

event...it not only allows individuals to generate a resource based on that 

specific thematic...but also bridge knowledge and knowing, across networks of 

interest.” (Reinhardt et al 2009, 2). Many archaeology conferences and events 

now create an ‘official’ hashtag, to encourage backchannel discussion - For 

example, the UK Current Archaeology Live conference in March 2014 used 

#CA2014 (Fig. 6.7) as their hashtag.  
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Fig. 6.7: Example of the hashtag #CALive. 27 March 2014. 
https://twitter.com/CurrentArchaeo/status/439299014874640384 

 

 

However, as the respondents to the survey note, there is no written convention 

for using and applying hashtags and no way of enforcing their use at any event. 

Not all tweets on a conference topic will be suitably annotated, as the use of a 

hashtag remains a personal choice, and the 140-character limit may forces users 

to omit the hashtag to continue the debate. Using conference hashtags allow 

tweets to be retweeted numerous times, so these may then appear more than 

once in people’s timelines. Hashtags also risk being spammed by social, post-

event conversations, and these may clutter the conversations about the 

conference content, although these types of connections are important for 

building real-world social interaction and a sense of community. Discussion or 

comments that may be seen to be outside the remit of the conference topic, or 

which the tweeter may not wish to form part of an official archive of conference 

tweets will not use hashtags, so often debate and comments continue outside the 

official backchannel. 
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6.5 Leveraging Online Communities: Crowdsourcing in 

Archaeology 

This section shifts the focus of this chapter to the exploration of online 

communities in archaeology through the phenomenon of crowdsourcing. 

Crowdsourcing, or leveraging and creating online communities for participatory 

projects, is a relatively new method for public engagement and connection with 

archaeological projects in the humanities through the use of Internet 

technologies. The concept of ‘citizen science’ is a form of research collaboration 

involving the participation of volunteer members of the public in scientific 

research projects to address real-world scientific problems and activities (Cohn 

2008; Wiggins & Crowston 2011). The concept of crowdsourcing is not 

necessarily modern and there are a number of historical examples of projects in 

the UK from the seventeenth century onwards that adopt a participatory and 

distributed approach to data collection, such as the Longitude Problem (Royal 

Museums Greenwich 2013) or the Mass Observation project which took place 

from the 1930s to the 1950s (Mass Observation 2013). Citizen science projects 

enable data collection and research on scales that would be unfeasible through 

the involvement of professional scientists alone, due to geographic restrictions, 

financial issues or scalability (Miller-Rushing et al 2012).  

Crowdsourced activities in the humanities, as with citizen science, offer the 

opportunity for geographically-dispersed individuals from all backgrounds to 

participate in the analysis and creation of information sources, reviewing and 

correcting content, tagging photographs and solving visual problems, 

transcribing handwritten data, or sharing and collating personal histories 

(Oomen & Aroyo 2011; Wiggins & Crowston 2011; Dunn & Hedges 2012; 

Estellés-Arolas & González-Ladrón-de-Guevara 2012). The term "crowdsourcing" 

first appeared in an article by Jeff Howe in the June 2006 issue of Wired 

magazine, entitled The Rise of Crowdsourcing (Howe 2006a; 2006b). His article 

and subsequent blog post defined crowdsourcing as; 
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…the act of a company or institution taking a function once 
performed by employees and outsourcing it to an undefined (and 
generally large) network of people in the form of an open call. This 
can take the form of peer-production (when the job is performed 
collaboratively), but is also often undertaken by sole individuals. The 
crucial prerequisite is the use of the open call format and the large 
network of potential laborers (Howe 2006a, 5). 

The solicitation of micro-donations through the use of social networking 

platforms is another growing community-focused phenomenon, and is related to 

the increasing ubiquity of crowdsourced projects, the leveraging of social 

networks and social capital, and the relative success of fundraising through the 

website platforms of crowdfunding organisations and companies such as 

Indiegogo,153 Kickstarter154 and Sponsume.155 This form of ‘crowdsourcing’ 

sponsorship has certainly had an impact on the archaeological profession, 

especially in the face of austerity cuts to funding streams and competition for 

HLF funding. Whilst a full examination of the impact of this subject is beyond 

the remit of this thesis, there are a number of notable archaeological projects 

that have exploited this form of social media-driven fundraising to support their 

activities over the past three years; the archaeological field school, Dig Ventures 

(DigVentures 2014) or the Bronze Age boat appeal in Dover, Kent.156. This form 

of leveraging online community connections has even helped to secure Ph.D. 

thesis funding for an archaeology student at Manchester Metropolitan University 

(S Smith 2013, pers. comm., 17 August). 

But who and what are the ‘crowds’ and communities from which information 

and participation is sourced? The application of the business term crowdsourcing 

is perhaps less appropriate in the humanities. Are these ‘crowds’ truly large and 

representative of the general public, or are they simply a small number of active 

and keen expert participants, who are using a digital platform for their volunteer 

efforts, rather than being active in ‘real life’? Do these crowdsourced projects 

reflect a sense of online community, leveraging weak ties and social capital to 
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 https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/1989781916/float-the-dover-bronze-age-boat 



210 
 

support participation? The theoretical and practical reach of a crowdsourced 

project may be very different in reality. The number of committed participants 

may be low, and this reflects the longstanding tradition of physical volunteering 

in collection augmentation in the GLAM sector (Owens 2012). Project 

participants self-select, are led by their interest in the subject area, their skills 

and experience, and have regular access to computer equipment and a 

broadband connection (Ridge 2012). The participants may in fact be highly 

skilled and knowledgeable about the subjects they are working on; “expert 

communities, if not professionalized ones” (Ito 2006, 64) and be extremely 

committed, motivated and become responsible for a larger share of the 

production of crowdsourced knowledge (Leadbeater & Miller 2004; Terras 

2010). 

 

In the GLAM sector and the digital humanities, there are a growing number of 

crowd-sourced projects. For example, UCL’s ‘Transcribe Bentham’157 crowd-

sourced initiative is a collaborative transcription project, which aims to digitise 

Bentham’s unpublished manuscripts, and “improve access to, and searchability 

of, this enormously important collection of historical and philosophical material” 

(Moyle 2011; Transcribe Bentham 2013). The Dickens Journals Online Text 

Correction Project (Online Dickens Project 2013) aims to launch a complete 

online edition of Dickens's weekly magazines, Household Words and All the Year 

Round, using online volunteers to assist with text correction. Within archaeology, 

there have been a small number of public archaeology projects that contain an 

element of crowdsourced and user-generated content. Four current examples of 

archaeological crowdsourcing, which will be considered in this section, include 

the; Bristol City Council’s Know Your Place158 web tool; the University of Oxford 

Hillforts Atlas Project159; the Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical 

Monuments of Scotland (RCAHMS) Canmore160 and the UrCrowdsource161 
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project, jointly managed by the British Museum and University of Pennsylvania 

Museum. Only one of these examples, UrCrowdsource, is a crowdsourced project 

which involves volunteers undertaking knowledge management tasks, such as 

collating, and sorting information, and transcribing handwritten texts, and Ridge 

(2012) argues that the line between crowdsourcing and user-generated content 

is blurry, although the PAS is also a crowd-sourced project, with 23000 

contributors providing information that is then processed into digital content, as 

well as 7000 entries made directly by the public (D Pett 2014, pers. Comm. 5 

March). However, within the context of UK public archaeology, the end result of 

an enhanced database of publicly accessible information in the case of Canmore, 

the Hillforts Atlas Project, and Know Your Place locates these projects firmly 

within the definition of crowdsourcing as peer-production, and the focus of a 

specifically online community situated around shared content-creation and a 

shared project outcome. 

 

 

 

Fig. 6.8: Screenshot of the Know Your Place web interface. 30 January 2014. 
Retrieved from: http://maps.bristol.gov.uk/knowyourplace/. 

 

 

The Bristol City Council Know Your Place crowdsourcing project (Fig. 6.8) uses a 

GIS map-based public interface, which is populated with data including historic 

mapping, historic images and the Bristol Historic Environment Record (HER), 

and is aimed at a diverse audience, including council officers and planning 
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consultants, as well as schools, researchers and local heritage groups (Bristol 

City Council 2013). The website enables wider access to the information held in 

the HER archives, as well as supporting members of the public to upload their 

own images, oral histories and commentary, with the potential to include other 

media formats such as film and audio. This community layer was partly 

crowdsourced through a series of outreach events and community workshops 

undertaken by the project officer in partnership with the University of Bristol 

under the umbrella of Know Your Bristol (University of Bristol Centre for Public 

Engagement 2013). The online call for open participation was enhanced by the 

provision of detailed information on how to upload information on the website 

itself - one of the few archaeological projects in the UK to provide such explicit 

instructions to support participation. The use of crowdsourcing to augment an 

online tool for planning provides a unique and permanent insight into the often 

unrecorded and intangible aspects of resident’s interaction with heritage and 

place, which would otherwise lie outside the planning process - and highlights 

the value of these community interactions and sense of ownership of 

archaeological and historical material in a spirit of multi-vocality (Insole & 

Piccini 2013).  

 

To supplement the work of the Know Your Place project, in October 2013, City 

Design Group, in association with Bristol City Council, launched the Heritage Eye 

smartphone app for both Android and iPhones, funded by English Heritage. The 

mobile phone app enables members of the public with smartphones to “survey 

the condition of Listed Buildings” (Google Play Store 2013). These surveys then 

allow the smartphone user to assess whether the building is damaged or at risk, 

and subsequently submit the completed survey to Know Your Place for checking 

by the council Conservation Officers (Design Bristol 2013). The app will 

contribute to the maintenance of Bristol's Buildings at Risk Register and assist 

council staff to manage the impact of planning and development. From an urban 

planning perspective, the application of community-produced data, whether 

elicited through a real-life workshop or the use of a smartphone app, will 

actively impact the city planning process, support the production of a Local 
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List162 for Bristol and maintain and update the Heritage at Risk Register. The 

potential impact of this actively multi-vocal community heritage, place-making 

and planning crossover is high - the project strands have a long-term vision and 

the project staff appears to be committed to innovative methods of supporting 

the crowd-community to create heritage values that are truly reflective of local 

communities. 

 

 

Fig. 6.9: Screenshot of the RCAHMS Canmore web interface. 30 January 2014. 
Retrieved from: http://canmore.rcahms.gov.uk/.  

 

The RCAHMS Canmore (Fig. 6.9) is a searchable, map-based database available 

on the RCAHMS website, which contains information on the archaeological and 

standing building resources of Scotland (Royal Commission on Ancient and 

Historical Monuments of Scotland 2014a). The Canmore database provides 

opportunities for members of the public to upload their own heritage-related 

text and images, and choose a license for their reuse, through the MyCanmore 

interface. RCAHMS has been collecting information, drawings and photographs 
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of Scotland since 1908, documenting Scotland’s historical places past and 

present. The project aims;  

…to raise awareness of the man-made environment of the past and 
present that is on people’s own doorstep…help people recognise the 
value of their own places and spaces, to share them with others online 
and in exhibitions, and, by understanding them, to increase their 
influence on future developments in their own environment” (Royal 
Commission on Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland 
2014a).  

As a direct result of this project, the ability for the public to add 
images and information directly into Canmore was developed. There 
was also recognition that we will never realistically be able to have 
information and images on every single building and site in Scotland, 
so if the public can add to this then that will supplement what we can 
provide. There's also a realisation that there are other amateur and 
professionals 'experts' out there who can share their knowledge with 
the wider world through crowdsourcing, and therefore improve the 
public's awareness and appreciation of the built heritage. As well as 
building/site information and images, this could also enhance the 
social history side, connecting people to these places. In terms of 
stats, we've got 6,430 contributors, and 32,823 images and 1,926 text 
contributions have been made (P Graham 2013, pers. comm. 17 
October). 
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Fig. 6.10: Screenshot of the Hillforts Atlas Project. 30 January 2014. 
Retrieved from: http://www.arch.ox.ac.uk/hillforts-atlas.html 

 

The Hillforts Atlas Project (Fig. 6.10) is a four-year collaborative project between 

the University of Oxford and the University of Edinburgh, and is funded by the 

UK Arts and Humanities Research Council. It aims to;  

 
…create an online interactive database that will include standardised 
information on all hillforts in the UK and Eire and enable 
interrogation and analysis at a range of scales from an individual 
hillfort to the whole collection. The database will be linked to Google 
Earth/Maps so that the locations of hillforts can be seen within their 
landscape contexts. At the close of the project, the data file will be 
available for re-use in a variety of software (University of Oxford 
Archaeology Department 2014). 

The project includes an element of crowdsourcing as part of the data collection 

process, what the project terms “citizen science” (University of Oxford 

Archaeology Department 2014). The project is in the process of soliciting 

contributions to the survey from individuals and community archaeology groups 

and provides an online survey form, with instructions, on the project website163. 

The project director, Professor Gary Lock has noted that the;  
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Citizen Science programme has generated considerable interest. 
However, as with most initiatives, it has taken some time before the 
exercise has really ‘taken off’… Whilst the hillfort pro-forma surveys 
have formed the focus of the exercise, the very act of advertising the 
existence of the Atlas project, and the requirement of public 
involvement, has encouraged interested individuals and groups to 
provide a great deal of information to the project (including plans, 
photographs and papers)” (G Lock 2014, pers. comm. 4 February). 

 

 

 

Fig. 6.11: Screenshot of the UrCrowdsource project. 30 January 2014. Retrieved 
from: http://urcrowdsource.org/omeka/.  

 

The UrCrowdsource project (Fig. 6.11) is part of a larger research project Ur of 

the Chaldees: A Virtual Vision of Woolley's Excavations, which is funded by Leon 

Levy Foundation (UrCrowdsource 2013). The crowdsourced element of this 

research has similar scope to the UCL Bentham Project mentioned above - 

UrCrowdsource aims to harness online volunteers to assist with the transcription 

of thousands of documents that relate to the 1922-1934 excavations of the 

ancient city of Ur in Mesopotamia, that were created during the joint expeditions 

of the British Museum and the University of Pennsylvania Museum. The website 

requires users to log in, so the project can oversee and credit the work of the 

volunteer transcribers. It also includes a glossary of names of fieldworkers from 

the original expeditions, guidelines for reading the material, and a glossary of 

relevant archaeological words and abbreviations. The data for transcription 
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includes typewritten reports, accounts, and letters and handwritten notes taken 

at the site. The data produced from these crowd-produced transcriptions will be 

made freely available as part of an open-source website under a Creative 

Commons license, which the organisers envisage will contain all known data 

from Ur (UrCrowdsource 2013). 

 

These four projects create a very different sense of community to that discussed 

in the two other areas of consideration of community in this chapter. The 

participatory nature of these crowdsourced projects can certainly be seen to fit 

the scope and models for public archaeology outlined in Chapter 2.3. The 

different experiences offered by the projects will offer different archaeological 

communities - the RCAHMS and UrCrowdsource projects are both interactions 

between individuals and projects, which will provide a sense of belonging and 

community through sharing digital data, tagging, and other online activity. The 

physical experiences of archaeology involved in the Know Your Place and Hillforts 

Atlas Project offer further opportunities to meet like-minded people through 

workshops, training meetings and public events, enhancing in real-life the weak 

ties that can be found in involvement with the projects online. The communities 

created through these projects are not ones based on interaction between 

individuals and active discussion. They are instead communities situated around 

activities, around projects and they can instead develop a sense of partnership 

and community with the project, rather than between participants. This reflects 

the concepts of social capital discussed in Section 6.2 - the projects are only 

successful if they can attract and support the interest of participants through 

fostering a sense of belonging.  

 

 

6.6 Discussion 

 

The concept of online community formation is a key issue for archaeology in the 

UK, especially during a period of unprecedented threat to the public funding of 
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heritage organisations and the archaeological aspects of the planning system 

discussed in Section 6.3. The potential for heritage organisations to exploit 

opportunities to leverage the interest of archaeological communities online, and 

the associated weak ties and social capital - alongside enjoying the benefits of 

free, uncompensated labour of crowdsourcing - is an important area for further 

research. Similar activities have been discussed at length elsewhere with 

reference to sociological theory and Critical Internet Studies (Andrejevic 2012; 

Fuchs 2013; Scholz 2013). In a period of economic austerity, the gradual move 

towards volunteerism and the use of free labour to support the heritage sector, 

often through internships and digital volunteering, has been noted by a number 

of organisations, including the Museums Association and EH, through the 

‘Heritage Counts’ survey (English Heritage 2012; Steel 2013). Although outside 

the scope of this thesis, there is potential impact on jobs and professionalism 

with the rise of crowdsourcing and digital volunteering in museums and public 

archaeology projects, and this deserves further exploration in future research. 

 

From the data discussed in this chapter, online interaction through social media 

appears to engender a sense of affinity with the subject at hand, and supports 

weak tie relationships that develop into trusted and reliable online contacts - be 

that through a protest, petition, or sharing of an archaeological news item. This 

will be further explored in Chapter 8, through the discussion of archaeological 

authority online. The data demonstrates that self-identification as belonging to 

online archaeological communities creates a sense of group intimacy and shared 

purpose, and that these networks develop a sense of mutual obligation and 

support, both online and offline. Whether these archaeological communities are 

located on Twitter, created through crowdsourced projects or developed and 

dispersed through the actions of digital activism, the affinity with the subject of 

archaeology is the “cement that bonds, perhaps only for a moment, but a 

moment that lingers” (Merrifield 2011, 109).  

 

This brief encounter with a sense of community, I argue, in an archaeological 

context, is an encounter with the past, a fleeting experience of awareness of the 
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importance of this shared interest, and the ties that are created through this 

through a collective understanding of a shared fascination, and a shared 

experience. The types of online community activism discussed in this chapter 

certainly clusters around political action, information seeking, and contacting 

political actors, although these case studies lead us to question the effectiveness 

of the use of these media alone. We can see from this data that online activity in 

archaeological circles is socially embedded, and this will be further explored in 

Chapter 8 with a consideration of archaeological authority. This social element 

poses difficult questions for the issue of public engagement between 

archaeologists and non-professionals through the use of social media platforms, 

if the weak tie is necessary before trust and inclusion can occur and this will also 

be discussed in Chapter 8.  

 

I would restate that, in order to stimulate public engagement, instil trust, and 

support community allegiance and identity through the use of Internet 

technologies, as part of a digital public archaeology project, we need to 

undertake audience research and be prepared to provide further practical 

support and be open to dialogue. It cannot be assumed that ready communities 

exist or aspire that they will be easily created, or indeed found through 

platforms such as Twitter, and issues of digital literacy, discussed in Chapter 4, 

archaeological authority, discussed in Chapter 8 and top-down approaches to 

public archaeology, discussed in Chapter 2, must also be carefully thought 

through. The concepts of shared experience and community creation based on 

the social capital found within archaeological communities will be further 

explored in Chapter 7, which examines the Day of Archaeology blogging project 

as a community endeavour, which combines aspects of crowdsourcing, 

community creation and leveraging weak ties online. 
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CHAPTER 7: CASE STUDY - THE DAY OF ARCHAEOLOGY 

 

This chapter will use the Day of Archaeology164 project as a case study. Section 

7.1 discusses the process that created this online public engagement project. 

Section 7.2 examines the project structure and website. Section 7.3 explores 

participation in the project, and section 7.4 contains information about content 

and organisations using the site. Section 7.5 explores the effectiveness of the 

project as a node for creating archaeological community amongst the social-

media-using members of the archaeological profession. It will also identify how 

the project needs to develop to meet its potential as a digital public archaeology 

project, and will discuss the benefits and disadvantages of this form of project 

for public engagement. Section 7.5 will also present evidence for social capital 

and weak ties in the archaeological community that participated in the events, 

and explore the assumptions, based on the literature discussed in Chapter 4, 

‘Online Communities in Archaeology’: any kind of interaction and contributions 

will be made by a relatively small group of people who are already socially 

embedded and linked (Kidd 2010; Brandtzeag 2010). Section 7.6 provides an 

overview of the educational use of the Day of Archaeology project website, and 

section 7.7 examines the need to archive the project. Finally, section 7.8 contains 

a discussion and summary of the chapter findings. 

 

7.1 Founding the Project 

The Day of Archaeology project is an annual, crowd-sourced global community 

blogging project that solicits contributions of written blog posts on a specific day 

each year. These blog posts describe a day in the working lives of the 

participating archaeologist, museum staff member or community archaeology 

volunteer, through written text, photos and/or video (Day of Archaeology 2013). 

The posts are presented on the website (Fig. 7.1), as well as being tweeted and 
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shared on the project’s Facebook page. The first international Day of Archaeology 

was held online on 29 July 2011, initially as part of the Council for British 

Archaeology's regular fortnight-long celebration of archaeology activities in the 

UK, the Festival of British Archaeology,165 and was subsequently repeated on 29 

July 2012 and 29 July 2013 (Day of Archaeology 2013). 

 

 

 

Fig. 7.1: Screenshot of the 2013 Day of Archaeology website. 15 January 2014. 
Retrieved from: http://www.dayofarchaeology.com/ 

 

The project was initially conceived through a conversation on the social media 

platform Twitter, between myself and fellow Ph.D. student and archaeologist, 

Matt Law, from Cardiff University, in March 2011 (Fig. 7.2). This took place 

after a discussion about making a contribution to the 2011 Day in the Life of the 

Digital Humanities project. The Day in the life of the Digital Humanities is an 

annual online community participation project for people working in humanities 

computing, organised by the University of Alberta and designed to publicise the 

variety of activities that take place under the umbrella term of ‘Digital 

Humanities’ (Day in the Life of the Digital Humanities 2011). This initial 
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conversation on Twitter eventually included other Twitter users from the 

archaeological community who were interested in supporting the project, and it 

was decided to create a similar day-long online event which would be dedicated 

to collecting and collating a series of ‘behind-the-scenes’ blog posts solicited from 

people working and volunteering in any area of the discipline of archaeology.  

The founding project team in 2011 consisted of Andrew Dufton (Brown 

University), Stuart Eve (UCL/L-P: Archaeology), Matt Law (University of 

Cardiff), Jessica Ogden (L-P: Archaeology), Dan Pett (British Museum), and 

myself. The foundation of the Day of Archaeology was seen by the team to be a 

good opportunity to undertake a born-digital public archaeology project and also 

to create a project that could act as a practical case study for my own research 

into new digital methods of community creation and public engagement with 

archaeology on a large scale. 

 

 

Fig. 7.2: Screenshot of the original Twitter conversation founding the Day of 
Archaeology. 14 April 2014. Retrieved from: 

http://www.dayofarchaeology.com/project-background/ 
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7.2 Project Structure 

The initial structure of the Day of Archaeology was created through the pooled 

time, skills and ICT resources of the project team, and the website was 

established without any financial support, using free and open source software. 

Sponsorship ‘in kind’ was offered from the British Museum’s department of 

Portable Antiquities and Treasure, L-P: Archaeology, BAJR and the UCL Centre 

for Digital Humanities - mainly through publicity and promotion of the event. 

The project had a donation of free server space thanks to the participation of the 

British Museum; the team members created a website, and set up a Twitter 

account166 as well as establishing a Facebook page.167 A competition was 

launched through these social media platforms to design a logo for the project, 

which allowed a further “crowd-sourcing” element to be added to the endeavour 

(Ogden 2011). The WordPress168 open source content management system 

(CMS) was chosen to power the Day of Archaeology website, as it offered simple 

customisation, and was straightforward to use; contributors could create posts, 

embed media and links, or post and respond to comments without any previous 

experience of using a CMS, and it could give a variety of tiered access 

permissions to the participants, allowing some editorial control over the content. 

Detailed instructions on how to use the WordPress system were made available 

on the website before the project started, and the Day of Archaeology team have 

provided support over a period of a week before and after the project Days, in 

order to enable archaeologists who were not familiar with CMS, or needing 

support with authoring content via the Internet, to contribute through email or 

text documents.169 

The Day of Archaeology project team is run as a loose collective, with between 

five and eight active members of the collective at any time, and there is no 

formal management organisation or hierarchy within the group. Membership is 
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fluid, and the team has expanded and contracted when members are busy 

elsewhere. The digital competencies of the team are varied: from the initial 

group, five members worked in the field of digital technologies in the 

archaeological sector, and had experience of information technology 

management, programming and website development, and the remaining two 

were familiar with content management systems and social media use. The 

geographic location and organisational affiliation of the team is also disparate - 

the majority of the 2013 team was based in the UK, with two members in the 

United States and one member in Spain. Three of the collective members are 

undertaking Ph.D. research and are full or part-time students, whilst the rest are 

self-employed, allied to an academic institution or working in a museum. For the 

first two iterations of the project, the Day of Archaeology contributions were 

made only in English, but with the addition of the Spanish-speaking member of 

the team, the 2013 project was able to invite content from Spanish-speakers in 

Europe and South America - although only twelve contributions were made 

directly in Spanish by nine archaeologists. There were also three contributions in 

French and one in Portuguese. To expand the project in future, additional 

language capabilities within the team would support greater participation from 

the Middle East, Africa and Asia and the ability to post in additional languages 

would enable the team to ensure that archaeological projects from all continents 

were represented, as well as give a greater global appeal to the project. At 

present, participation by archaeologists is heavily weighted towards Anglophone 

countries, dominated by participation from the UK, Canada and the United 

States, and this is reflected in the sources of traffic to the site, illustrated in Fig. 

7.3, where the darker blue areas on the map indicates a higher number of visits 

to the website from these countries. 
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Fig. 7.3: Traffic sources for the Day of Archaeology 2013. 16 March 2014. 
Retrieved from: http://www.dayofarchaeology.com/wrapping-up-the-day-of-

archaeology-2013/ 

 

7.3 Participation in the Day of Archaeology 

The request for contributions to the project is made on a number of online 

platforms as well as through traditional forms of communication. Information 

about the project is circulated to archaeological communities and individuals by 

the project team, via email, blogs, Twitter, Facebook, and emails to various 

archaeological subject-specific mailing lists. Whilst there will be some crossover 

between these accounts, as the archaeological Twitter network is still relatively 

small, this represents a significant social network to leverage for retweets, links 

and requests for information. 

The Facebook page (Fig 7.4) for the Day of Archaeology has 810 likes (last 

updated 20 January 2014). The Facebook page is linked to the Day of 

Archaeology Twitter account, and the same information is posted on each 

platform - information about the upcoming project, details of participation, and 

highlights from the current site content. The team relied heavily on online 

archaeological networks to promote participation in the project, and contacts 
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were made with the Council for British Archaeology, who lead the publicity for 

the UK-based Festival of British Archaeology.170  

A publicity drive took place over the few months before each event, using social 

media contacts and networks, online archaeological forums, email lists, listings 

in the British Archaeology magazine, publicity on the British Museum and PAS 

websites, and by word-of-mouth to colleagues and organisational partners. As 

the project team includes a member of staff from the British Museum’s PAS, the 

project was able to gain exposure through the British Museum blog and social 

media accounts on Twitter and Facebook, as well as featuring permanently as a 

link on the front page of the PAS website (Portable Antiquities Scheme 2013; D 

Pett 2014, pers. comm., 12 January). Publicity posters were displayed in a small 

number of archaeological departments and commercial archaeology companies 

where the project had participants, and an editorial article was published in 

British Archaeology magazine in 2012 (Pitts 2012a). 

 

Fig. 7.4: Screenshot of the Day of Archaeology Facebook Page. 1 March 2014. 

Retrieved from: https://www.facebook.com/thedayofarchaeology 
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During the various iterations of the project from 2011 to 2013, there have been 

1067 registered users of the Day of Archaeology website, with 1122 articles 

posted. A breakdown of the number of posts and images uploaded to the website 

can be found in Table 7.1. However, a significant number of the posts are badly 

geo-referenced, so mapping the posts was a haphazard exercise, and the 

contributions were also in need of metadata additions, such as categories and 

tags, so it was reliant on the Day of Archaeology team to add this information, 

which created extra work when editing and publishing the posts. A third party 

tool using the semantic tagging platform OpenCalais171 provided by Thomson 

Reuters was used to suggest tags and extra metadata for each post 

automatically. A large number of images were uploaded to the site. 3,296 have 

been submitted since 2011 and, with a few exceptions where copyright was 

maintained, are licensed under Creative Commons CC BY-SA 3.0, the majority of 

these images are available to anyone to reuse, even for use within a commercial 

context. There have been 321 comments and 261 pingbacks, or links to other 

blog posts on the Day of Archaeology website, or on other blog sites, were 

received over the three years. 

 

Table 7.1: Number of posts and images uploaded to the Day of Archaeology website, 
2011 to 2013. 

 

When the project was established, it was hoped that by harnessing public 

attention for this one single day, those involved in archaeology would be able to 

showcase the many different activities, contexts and occupations that make up 

the archaeological sector worldwide. The range of archaeological occupations 
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within the discipline is very broad, and the contributors to the project have been 

drawn from a wide variety of representations of the archaeological profession. 

During the lifecycle of the project, participants have contributed from 

organisations throughout the United Kingdom and Ireland, almost every 

European Union country, Asia, North America, Australia, the South Pacific, the 

Middle East, Africa and South America. 

Organisational participants have included professional archaeologists from 

organisations such as universities, commercial archaeology companies, 

educational charities and museums - large UK-based organisations have included 

British institutions such as the British Museum,172 the Royal Commission on 

Ancient Monuments for Scotland173 and English Heritage.174 

 

7.4 Exploring Use and Contributions 

Participants have taken a number of approaches to the presentation of their 

contributions to the Day of Archaeology over the three years of its existence. 

Many of the posts are presented in a diary format, some are image-only, and 

there have been a number of films made especially for the project. This section 

will briefly examine three different uses of the Day of Archaeology by both 

individual contributors and archaeological organisations, and will explore how 

often they posted, what kind of content they contained, and how this 

information has been used. 

The staff of the London Archaeological Archive and Research Centre (LAARC) 

has participated in all three iterations of the Day of Archaeology project. In 2011, 

only one post was made, by a single member of the LAARC staff, which 

mentioned the day’s activities of the Research Centre, and included photographs 
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of the staff and volunteers at work.175 In 2012 and 2013, the LAARC staff 

expanded their contributions to the Day of Archaeology, and undertook a novel 

exercise entitled “LAARC Lottery”. Each hour of the Day itself, between 12 until 

5pm, the LAARC staff encouraged the public to explore their hundreds of 

thousands of archaeological finds interactively and at random. This was 

facilitated through the use of Twitter, using the hashtags #dayofarch176 and 

#LAARC,177 or through the use of the comments section of the Day of 

Archaeology website. Every hour offered the possibility of exploring a new area 

of the LAARC, broken down into five major areas of their collections; general 

finds, registered finds, metal, textile and environmental finds. The staff asked 

participants to suggest a random number, depending on the number of shelves 

in the archival area in questions, and then the LAARC staff visited the relevant 

shelf number, and photographed and over the day, wrote a series of six blog 

posts about the objects found in each collection area.178 179 

There has been a series of documentaries from the organisation NGO 

Archaeologia (who are working in Macedonia) and they produced a programme 

of national activities to promote archaeology throughout the country on the Day 

of Archaeology in 2012 and 2013 (Ivanovic 2013). The events in Macedonia were 

funded by the National Cultural Programme for 2013 of the Macedonian 

Ministry of Culture, and were supported by the Museum of Macedonia, Museum 

of the city of Vinica and the Student Archaeological Association ‘Axios’.180 

The posts from 2011 to 2013, have to date demonstrated a wide variety of 

activities and occupations in the archaeological sector; archaeologists searching 

for sites by kayak in Newfoundland, Canada;181 museum conservators conserving 

archaeological models from the archives at Salisbury and South Wiltshire 
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Museum in the UK; 182 postgraduate students working on a laboratory analysis of 

Aztec artefacts in Toluca, Mexico;183 reports from an archaeological tour guiding 

company in Zimbabwe;184 community archaeology and graveyard recording in 

western Ireland,185 and field archaeologists undertaking excavations in Tokelau 

in the South Pacific.186 Individuals who have contributed to the Day include 

conservators, field archaeologists working on excavations, underwater 

archaeologists exploring maritime archaeology, and archaeological surveyors 

undertaking geophysical prospection. The project participants have freely 

contributed blog posts, videos and images, and there have also been 

contributions by a wide variety of non-professionals, such as American metal 

detector hobbyists,187 community archaeology volunteers working on the 

Thames foreshore in London,188 Ph.D. archaeology students189 and voluntary 

archaeology groups, such as the Waveney Valley Community Archaeology 

Group.190 The variety of these contributions demonstrate the complexity, 

excitement and frustrations that “all archaeologists, whether professional or 

amateur, student or 'armchair enthusiast', must deal with on a daily basis” (Day 

of Archaeology 2013). 

 

7.5 The Day of Archaeology as Archaeological Community 

As Hansen et al have noted in their exploration of social media network analysis, 

“collections of individual social media contributions can create vast, often 

beneficial, yet complex social institutions” (2011, 5). Bought together, the 

individual contributions from archaeologists participating in the Day of 
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Archaeology has created a valuable project for both public engagement with 

archaeological topics in the present and future social history research of the 

archaeological discipline (Jeffrey 2012, 565). The challenge is to understand 

how these individual contributions to the Day of Archaeology project are situated 

within the context of the collective properties of the project itself, and the impact 

that these contributions have had on the growth of a sense of archaeological 

community.  

Understanding and visualising the interconnections between participants will 

allow the Day of Archaeology management collective to improve the mechanisms, 

through which participants can contribute, connect and create good quality 

posts, and develop socially productive relationships. This will in turn support the 

long-term value of the project to the archaeological community as a node for 

common interest, a snapshot of the profession and tool for social history, beyond 

its value as a public engagement and dissemination project. To approach the 

question of the Day of Archaeology as the locus of archaeological community, this 

section will explore three sets of data: a simple analysis of the tweets using the 

#dayofarch hashtag; an exploration of the results of an online survey of 

participants undertaken in July and August 2012 after the second Day of 

Archaeology and two social network analyses of the website content undertaken 

during the third Day of Archaeology in 2012 and 2013. 

 

7.5.1 Analysis of the #dayofarch Twitter Hashtag 

The Twitter platform has been a productive source of publicity with the 

discipline of archaeology. Team member Dan Pett set up a plugin to measure 

whether the tweeted links from the Day of Archaeology Twitter account were 

being clicked, and automatically tweeted the majority of posts (except for when 

the account exceeded the daily rate limit for posting photos). Over 5500 tweets 

(including retweets) were sent using the #dayofarch hashtag - to put this into 
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perspective, the British Museum #pompeiilive191 archive from 18 and 19 June 

2013192 showed 18,000 tweets relating to the live cinema broadcast of the 

Pompeii exhibition on those two days in 2013 (D Pett 2014, pers. Comm. 5 

March). The Twitter accounts which posted the most tweets and had the most @ 

replies about the Day of Archaeology in 2013 are shown in Table 7.2. 

 

 

Table 7.2: Top Tweeters by volume and retweet for the Day of Archaeology 2013 

 

The Day of Archaeology tweets were collected using Martin Hawksey’s Tags 

Version 5 tool193 which is easy to set up and allows the various Twitter 

conversations that took place about the Day of Archaeology to be analysed. For 

example we could see how many people used the #dayofarch hashtag in their 

output in 2013 (696), who tweeted the most about the day, and how many 

interactions were made using the hashtag shown in Fig. 7.5. 

 

                                                           
191

 https://twitter.com/search?q=%23pompeiilive%20%20&src=typd 
192

 
http://www.britishmuseum.org/about_us/news_and_press/press_releases/2013/pompeii_live.as
px 
193

 http://mashe.hawksey.info/2013/02/twitter-archive-tagsv5/ 



233 
 

 

 

Fig. 7.5. Day of Archaeology Twitter timeline showing the posting frequency of 
tweets from 26 July - 1 August. 24 March 2014. Retrieved from: 

http://www.dayofarchaeology.com/tinkering-with-the-machine-and-linking-data/ 

 

7.5.2 Online Survey 

An online survey of the Day of Archaeology participants took place after the 

second event on 29 July 2012 (which can be found in full in Appendix L). Of the 

343 participants in the 2012 iteration, 92 responded to the survey, which was 

undertaken through Google Docs, a free web-based office suite owned by Google 

as part of the Google Drive service.194 The most significant findings of the survey 

were situated around the issues of public engagement and moving the project 

beyond the archaeological community. The respondents felt that the project 

encouraged a focal point and sense of community amongst professional 

archaeologists, which traversed boundaries of geography, discipline and 

academic affiliation. The sharing of posts and tagging of articles with similar 

themes, encouraged discussion of activities and interests within the 

archaeological community - archaeologists working in different contexts or 

continents on similar material were able to make connections and discuss plans 

to share data and work together in future. The survey findings emphasised that 

participation in the Day of Archaeology had successfully fostered a sense of 

community creation through participation in the project and that the creation of 

a situated community through involvement with the wider project was especially 

valued: 

 

                                                           
194

 https://www.google.com/drive/?authuser=0 



234 
 

“It's good to know that there are indeed a lot of archaeologists out there. By having 

the day of archaeology, it sort of helps bonding us up together as a profession.” 

 

“It was easy to contribute and you felt like you were part of a larger community and 

helping to spread knowledge of archaeology (both to the public, but also to other 

archaeologists).” 

 

“…also made individuals feel more a part of a world-wide community, regardless of 

the differing avenues of archaeology or related disciplines an individual currently 

works in.” 

 

The greatest concerns of the participants noted in the survey responses were the 

abilities of the project to promote itself as an educational and useful resource 

that would experience repeated visits once the initial excitement over the Day of 

Archaeology had finished, and questioning how the project could effectively 

engage with members of the public beyond the archaeological world and 

encourage a wider number of participants from outside Europe and North 

America. 

 

“…I'm not sure if it spread further than other archaeologists.” 

 

“I believe this project is one of the most interesting outreach initiatives done. What 

is left is to give it a wider range of participants and more publicity in the public 

sphere.” 

 

The issue that the project was born-digital was also represented in the survey 

responses, since the publicity and social networks that were engaged to share 

and promote information about the day was almost exclusively social media 

platforms, especially Twitter, Facebook and blogs. The only ‘real-life’ publicity 
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provided by the Day of Archaeology project collective were a downloadable 

publicity poster for participants to print and display themselves, and some flyers 

added to conference packs at the Theoretical Archaeology Group conference in 

2011 and for the Spanish-language JIA archaeology conference in 2013 (J 

Almanza Sanchez and P Hadley 2013, pers. comm., 12 November). There were 

contradictory opinions from the participants on the perceived benefits of a 

completely digital project publicity campaign. Some felt that the digital 

platforms excluded possible participants, who did not use social networking 

sites: 

 

“..I know that folks who are not on Twitter or Facebook tend to not know about it. 

They may well go to the site if they knew. Need better way to get info out. I think 

sending out flyers ahead of time was a great idea…” 

 

Although others felt that by harnessing the reach of online social networks, a 

wider group of people could be accessed: 

 

“Social networking has meant that word about the event has spread across a large 

demographic.” 

 

The responses to the survey, alongside the blog comments, certainly demonstrate 

that participation in the Day of Archaeology project is the enactment of a form of 

‘bridging’ social capital as outlined by Putman (2001). As discussed in the 

previous chapter, these ‘bridging’ relationships are not part of one’s regular, 

close social network, but are instead sources of information, professional 

connections and organisational networking (Wellman 1992; Constant et al 1996; 

Kavanaugh et al 2005). The connections supported by the Day of Archaeology 

website comments facility is interesting to examine - as new posts were created, 

new connections could be made, frequently within the discipline itself rather 

than between members of the public and archaeologists. 
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7.5.3 Analysis of Website Content 
 

Some of the main obstacles to using the Day of Archaeology project as an open 

resource and information bank for the archaeology sector are the number of 

contributions and searching the number of posts on the site, especially when the 

navigation of the site does not easily differentiate between each year of the 

project’s iteration. The current search facilities provide a category search and a 

free-text search box (Fig. 7.6). The Day of Archaeology search engine is run on 

Apache Solr, an open source enterprise search platform, whose features include 

“powerful full-text search, hit highlighting, faceted search, near real-time 

indexing, dynamic clustering, database integration, rich document (e.g., Word, 

PDF) handling, and geospatial search” (Apache Solr 2013). This is an extremely 

powerful search solution, and one that is far more comprehensive than the 

native WordPress search facilities. It is possible to perform complex searches if 

one knows how to use the syntax - a better guide to how to search the website 

using this may support better interrogation of the site content (D Pett 2013, 

pers. comm. 10 December). However, as each article is edited and categorised 

either by the individual contributor or one of up to eleven members of the 

project team, there can be no guarantee that the articles have been tagged or 

categorised appropriately and fully, which will affect the search capabilities of 

the site - and this is an issue for all multi-authored sites, so this project is not a 

singular example of this.  



237 
 

 

Fig. 7.6: Screenshot of the Day of Archaeology website search facilities. 16 March 
2014. Retrieved from: http://www.dayofarchaeology.com/ 

 

Work using social networking analysis, quantitative analysis and visualisation 

has been particularly enlightening on the issue of community development and 

useful content within the project. Shawn Graham, a digital archaeologist and 

Assistant Professor of Digital Humanities at Carleton University in Ottawa, 

Canada, examined the Day of Archaeology project through the use of topic-

modelling (Graham 2012). Topic modelling can be understood as tools for 

extracting topics or injecting semantic meaning into vocabularies;  

Topic models represent a family of computer programs that extract 
topics from texts. A topic to the computer is a list of words that occur 
in statistically meaningful ways. A text can be an email, a blog post, a 
book chapter, a journal article, a diary entry - that is, any kind of 
unstructured text (Graham et al 2012).  

 

The work Graham undertook on the Day of Archaeology website content attempts 

to answer his question “What are the discourses of practicing archaeologists?” 

and the results offered some interesting insights into understanding the Day of 
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Archaeology project as a community of practice. The production of a “mental 

geography of archaeological discourse” (Graham 2012) indicated that the top 

three topics modelled by Graham that connects the Day of Archaeology project 

together are 10, 13, and 17 in Table 7.3. Topics 13 and 17 relate to the day-to-

day tasks that archaeologists do and the activities that break up the day, whilst 

topic 10 seems to relate to how we study and teach the discipline. 

 

 

Table 7.3: Topics gathered from Graham’s work on the Day of Archaeology. 18 
March 2014. Retrieved from: http://electricarchaeology.ca/2012/07/09/mining-a-

day-of-archaeology/ 

 

In 2013, as a response to the issue of searching the large number of posts on the 

site, Ben Marwick, an archaeology Professor from the University Of Washington 

Department Of Anthropology, undertook “distant reading”195 to gain insight into 

the contents of the Day of Archaeology website content (Marwick 2013). His 

work through distant reading attempted to explore what a typical day for an 

archaeologist might be, the different kinds of archaeological activities 

represented in the blog posts and whether there are any similarities between the 

types of archaeologist’s experience. In the 2012-2013 corpus there were a total 

of 352,558 words in 622 blog posts by 370 unique authors. The number of 

authors is inexact because some posts were made by multiple authors. There 

were significantly fewer blog posts written in 2013 (n = 273) compared to 2012 

(n = 348), but the average length of the posts is slightly higher in 2013 (mean 

= 591) compared to 2012 (mean = 549) (Marwick 2013). 
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Fig. 7.7: Cluster dendrogram of topics from the Day of Archaeology created by Ben 
Marwick. 16 March 2014. Retrieved from: 

https://github.com/benmarwick/dayofarchaeology 

 

Marwick’s work discovered that there was a noticeable shift in the topics 

mentioned in the corpus of material on the site from 2012 to 2013. Topics 12, 

23 and 28 are non-English language topics indicating a greater international 

contribution that year and Topic 6 reflects the large number of posts in 2013 by 

or about archaeologists working with the Royal Commission on the Ancient and 

Historical Monuments of Scotland (Marwick 2013). From the topic modelling, 

Marwick was able to identify the types of activities most mentioned by the 
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participating archaeologists, and the hierarchical clustering of topics in Fig. 7.7 

shows that most topics are very similar, with museum topics acting as a distinct 

group (Marwick 2013). Field survey and excavation are common topics, as well 

as activities related to the discovery of archaeology though geophysics or aerial 

photography;  

The context of site discovery and artefact recovery is frequently one 
where education and community engagement are priorities. For 
example, topic 10 includes mentions of students and children, and 
topic 3 references learning, communities and kids. The discovery and 
recovery process is also quite labor intensive, especially when it comes 
to producing documentation. We see terms relating to documenting 
finds, such as forms, records and database across several topics 
(Marwick 2013).  

 

Marwick’s conclusions support the evidence that a significant number of 

contributors to the Day of Archaeology project are already involved in some form 

of public archaeology. Topic 11 reveals the world of the heritage manager, with 

topics associated with commercial archaeology, the planning process or site 

management and Topic 4 demonstrates the popularity of the Day of Archaeology 

project within digital archaeological circles and the digital humanities, with 

topics associated with ICT. 

The information provided by Graham and Marwick provides an interesting in-

depth, exploration of the many topics and themes presented by the Day of 

Archaeology participants. Whilst this information cannot indicate how useful the 

project has been for the creation of online communities of practice, it does 

demonstrate very clearly the educational resource that the project website 

provides, and the amount of mineable potential in the data contained within. 

 

7.6 The Day of Archaeology as an Educational Resource 

 

There have been a number of organisations and individuals that have used the 

material on the Day of Archaeology website for educational purposes and 
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archaeological careers advice. One of the collective members, Andrew Dufton, a 

Ph.D. student at Brown University, was involved as a teaching assistant on an 

archaeology-focused Massive Open Online Course (MOOC) organised by Brown 

University through the online education company Coursera (Coursera 2014). 

The online course is aimed at large-scale participation and provides open, free 

access to the course materials, videos and reading lists via the Internet. The 

Brown University online course Archaeology’s Dirty Little Secrets (Fig. 7.8) ran for 

the first time during June and July 2013 and again in February 2014.196 The Day 

of Archaeology project website was used as a case study for unit seven of the 

course entitled “Where does archaeology happen? Who can play?” and also 

featured in the forum discussions. On the Day of Archaeology itself in 2013, 

information about the project was posted on the course Facebook page, and the 

post received 56 likes, 8 comments, and 12 shares, with an overall reach of just 

over 2500 individuals (A Dufton 2013, pers. comm. 8 November). 

The Day of Archaeology website content has also been used as source material 

for Indiana University South Bend Anthropology & Informatics (EvolvedTech 21 

Nov. 2013), Schools Prehistory, an education organisation in the UK focused on 

the presence of prehistory in the National Curriculum (kimbiddulph 21 Nov. 

2013) and as part of an undergraduate assignment for a course on the 

representation of archaeology in the popular media at the University of 

Washington Seattle (Marwick 2014). 
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Fig. 7.8:  Screenshot of the Coursera/Brown University MOOC ‘Archaeology’s Dirty 
Little Secrets’. 1 March 2014. Retrieved from: 

https://www.coursera.org/course/secrets 

 

7.7 Archiving the Day of Archaeology 
 

The development of the Day of Archaeology project also raised the issue of long-

term digital content preservation and archiving social media. Despite the 

transient nature of the online tools used, the project team recognised the value 

of the material being published on the project site and felt that it was 

appropriate to preserve this material for future research (D Pett, 2014, pers. 

comm. 14 January). As part of the process of working towards archiving the 

content, issues of privacy, copyright and intellectual property rights were 

considered from the beginning of the project, and explicit permission has been 

sought for archiving from the participants during the registration process 

(Richardson 2012b). The team envisaged from the beginning that the site 

content would remain available online afterwards for as long as possible, under 

a Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike 3.0 License.197 This would 

encourage visitors to discuss, comment on, share, use and reuse content beyond 
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the Day of Archaeology itself each year, and stand as a snapshot record of the 

discipline year-by-year.  

The site is archived as part of the British Library’s web archiving programme, a 

free-to-view project which can be accessed directly from the Internet, although it 

does not capture the information held in the Day of Archaeology site beyond the 

text and images (British Library 2011). The ADS became involved in discussions 

with the Day of Archaeology project during 2012, to explore the possibility of 

creating a long-term archive for the Day of Archaeology site content, which will 

extracted and stored outside the open-source platforms which currently contain 

the website (Jeffrey 2012, 565). The content of the Day of Archaeology website 

has been already been extracted and made available as a comma separated 

values (CSV) file by Ben Marwick via Github,198 a code-repository site for open 

source projects. This data is freely available, and can be manipulated and 

repurposed under the Day of Archaeology Creative Commons license (Marwick 

2013). 

 

7.8 Discussion 

The experience of creating and managing the Day of Archaeology project has 

provided the project team with a useful insight into best practices for managing 

digital public archaeology projects. There have been a number of positive and 

negative experiences working as part of a collective, and crowdsourcing 

contributions from archaeologists globally (Pett 2013). This is perhaps where the 

Day of Archaeology project exposes the weaknesses and strengths of using digital 

communications as the basis for a public archaeology project in equal measure. 

There are a series of issues that have been part of the production of the project, 

that are valuable lessons for future digital archaeology projects. The 

organisational arrangement of a ‘collective’ to manage and direct the project in 

fact allows irregular participation in the organisational side of the project, and 
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this has led to some members of the team taking on more of a share of the lead-

in to the project than others, and some unable to help out on the Day of 

Archaeology at all due to other commitments. A more formal organization of 

responsibilities may help this process. The lack of funding for the project has 

limited the amount of publicity that the project has been able to undertake, and 

ensuring that funds are available; both for staff time, and for project materials 

such as posters, are essential for the project to expand to its full potential. 

Involving archaeologists beyond Anglophone countries has been difficult, due to 

the language limitations of the team involved. Attracting archaeologists who do 

not use social media as part of their everyday work-related communications is 

difficult, especially when using social media as the primary form of 

communication to publicise the project. Creating a publicity drive for the project 

as a resource for the wider public, as well as for the professional archaeological 

community for use in careers guidance or as source of educational material is 

essential if the project is to meet its participatory potential. 

Clearer instructions for participants are needed, explaining how to upload 

contributions and layout the text and images correctly, and how to add relevant 

geo-references and metadata to the contributions. This would make the process 

of editing and publishing the content much simpler for the time-pressed Day of 

Archaeology project team. Clearer instructions are needed on how to use the 

search power of the Apache Solr search facilities, which may assist visitors to the 

website to make better use of the website content as an educational resource, 

and as a platform for exploring the discipline. 

This case study chapter has reviewed: the establishment of the Day of 

Archaeology project; the project structure and participation in the project using a 

series of five examples of posts to the Day of Archaeology website. It has explored 

work undertaken on the content of the project website; the correlation between 

the Day of Archaeology community and the associated theory of online 

community creation outlined in Chapter 6.3. It has reviewed the use of the 

project website for educational purposes, and the possibility of archiving the site 
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content for future preservation. The survey findings and an examination of the 

comments on the site has demonstrated that for many participants, the Day of 

Archaeology had created a sense of community through the act of taking part in 

the project, which reflects the theory of weak ties and social capital outlined in 

Chapter 6.3. In terms of the public archaeology theory outlined in Chapter 2.3, 

the Day of Archaeology certainly meets the requirements of Merriman’s “multiple 

perspectives model” where archaeologists engage with the public from a desire 

to enrich people’s lives, and stimulate thought, emotion and creativity 

(Merriman 2004, 7). It also complies with Holtorf’s “public relations model”, 

where archaeologists are actively involved in improving the public image of the 

discipline (Holtorf 2007). The Day of Archaeology project also reflects Matsuda 

and Okamura’s (2011) “outreach” model, since archaeological experts are 

communicating archaeological information to non-archaeologists. The project 

can certainly be seen to agree with my definition of public archaeology in 

practice, since the Day of Archaeology, as a digital project, offers a form of 

“democratisation of communication, activity or administration; through 

communication with the public” (see Chapter 2.3). 
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CHAPTER 8: UNDERSTANDING ARCHAEOLOGICAL AUTHORITY 

IN A DIGITAL CONTEXT 

 

…with the increasing spread of social media and mobile 
communication, the social networks of knowledge construction are 
becoming not only vastly bigger and quicker and less limited by space 
and time constraints than they have been before, but also more of a 
threat to established authorities (Hofheinz 2011, 1426). 

 

This chapter will examine the issues of authority, organisational reputation, 

ownership and trust within archaeological organisations in the UK, which relate 

to the practice of public archaeology through the use of digital technologies. It 

will explore how these issues are addressed from within these organisations, 

using data gathered through a series of nine email questionnaires, alongside 

some of the results of the online surveys undertaken for this research from 2011 

to 2013, which have been outlined in Chapter 3. The debate on archaeological 

authority and the nature of public participation in both the production and 

consumption of culture is contested, and precedes the development of Web 2.0 

technologies defined in Chapter 4.1, although the advent of participatory digital 

culture has expanded the discussion. This partly derives from enduring 

epistemological debate around the nature of knowledge and expertise “between 

dominant positivist and alternative non-positivist approaches to research” 

(Durose et al 2012, 4). At the centre of this discussion lies a question of 

authority:  is traditional expertise obsolete in the era of participatory 

technologies and how do professional archaeologists and archaeological 

organisations exercise their archaeological expertise in an online context? 

(Jenkins 1991; Kleinberg 1999; Surowiecki 2005; Lanier 2006; Keen 2007; 

Fischer 2009; Crooke 2010; Lanier 2010; Bevan 2012; König 2012).  

An understanding of why some archaeological organisations, alongside their 

data and interpretations may be considered to be more authoritative than others, 

and the conflicted relationship between authority, participation, co-creation and 
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expertise, brings with it a participatory dilemma for the theory and practice of 

public archaeology. This chapter will explore how the archaeological authority of 

these respected and recognisably authoritative organisations manifests itself 

online and if these organisations actively address the issue of their own 

archaeological authority within their digital practice. It will ask if the 

participatory nature of social media can threaten or undermine these 

organisations' archaeological authority and if the proliferation of websites 

devoted to alternative archaeology (Schadla-Hall 2004; Holtorf 2005b; Fagan 

2006; Trigger 2008; Feder 2010; Feder et al 2011; Pruitt 2011; Anderson et al 

2013) on the Internet pose any serious threat to archaeological authority in the 

UK. It will also ask whether this is something that archaeological organisations 

feel they need to address. I will argue in this chapter that archaeological 

organisations in the UK have transferred their institutional authority to the 

digital realm successfully, and that there is little evidence that archaeologists are 

threatened by the existence of alternative voices online, or by the opportunities 

for sharing multiple perspectives on the past which are provided by participatory 

media. I will demonstrate that the impact of social media is less about public 

engagement, and more about public broadcast. What we can see in 

archaeological communications is the performance of openness to debate and 

discussion (as explored in Chapters 5 and 6), which is more immediately 

relevant to public archaeology practice in the UK than the concepts of multiple 

voices and the co-creation of archaeological data, projects or debate. 

To consider these questions, this chapter examines the definitions and debates 

around the concept of authority. Section 8.1 examines the sociological and 

political approaches to the subject of authority in the academic literature, and 

discusses the role of authority in archaeological theory and practice. Section 8.2 

briefly considers multi-vocality: public archaeology as critical practice and the 

diverse understandings of the past. Section 8.3 discusses the concept of 

information literacy and information-seeking behaviour and how these factors 

may impact upon the ability to differentiate between professionally produced 

archaeological content, and the critical consumption of online information 
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(Weinberger 2011; Rhinegold 2012). Section 8.4 explores the phenomena of 

fantastic or “bad archaeology” (Fitzpatrick-Matthews & Doeser 2014), and the 

issues for professional archaeologists of alternative archaeologies promulgated 

online in the UK. Section 8.5 and 8.6 will examine how the role of the non-

professional has created, constrained and enabled the concept of archaeological 

authority, and how the impact of the Internet and participatory media 

technologies could, and do, affect the notion of archaeological authority within 

archaeological communications online. Section 8.5 explores the results of some 

of the questions from the online surveys outlined in Chapter 3, whilst Section 8.6 

addresses these considerations through the results of the email questionnaires 

introduced in Chapter 3, and the eight case studies, drawn from high-profile and 

digitally active UK-based archaeological organisations. The significance of this 

new data will be discussed in the light of the traditional notions of 

archaeological authority and models for public archaeology in the discussion 

found in Section 8.6. 

 

8.1 What is ‘Authority’? What is Archaeological Authority? 

Historians, philosophers, political scientists, sociologists, social psychologists, 

anthropologists, and many others have struggled with the abstract and relative 

concept of authority and it has long been a source of debate and disagreement in 

the social sciences (for example: Arendt 1968; Weber 1978; Sennett 1981; Raz 

1990; Herbst 2003; Thomas 2004; Thomas 2011). The tools that emphasise 

personal or organisational status as authoritative are “assurance, superior 

judgement, the ability to impose discipline, the capacity to inspire fear” 

according to sociologist Richard Sennett (1981, 18). The complex cultural and 

social concept of authority and expertise is, within the context of archaeology as 

much as anywhere else, central to the assignment of intellectual authority 

through expertise to an entity or person (Bevan 2012, 2). The literature 

regarding the definition of what constitutes expertise is vast and varied, and 

encompasses skills, processes, decision-making or knowledge (Glaser & Chi 



249 
 

1988; Ericsson & Smith 1991; Shanteau 1992; Bereiter & Scardamalia 1993; 

Ericsson et al 2006; Farrington-Darby & Wilson 2006; Ericsson et al 2007; 

Hartelius 2011). The concept of expertise and authority is ineradicably linked to 

the development of the process of professionalisation within occupations, which 

has been analysed systematically within the sociological literature since the 

1930s (Carr-Saunders & Wilson 1933; Wilensky 1964; Jackson 1970; Abbott 

1988; Macdonald 1995; Kehoe et al 2000; Jacobs & Bosanac 2006). The 

recognition of core characteristics of professional expert, and by extension, 

authoritative signals, includes;  

Formal education and entry requirements; a monopoly over the 
esoteric body of knowledge and associated skills; autonomy over the 
terms and conditions of practice; collegial authority; a code of ethics 
and, commitment to a service ideal (Anleu 1992, 24).  

 

As explored in Chapter 2, Section 5, opportunities for collaborative relationships 

with public audiences who are interested in archaeology are not always taken on 

board within the archaeological profession and the impact of the professional-

amateur split on the discipline of archaeology is further emphasised by 

membership of professional organisations such as the Institute for 

Archaeologists199 or the Society of Antiquaries,200 possession of advanced 

degrees in archaeological subjects, and expert understanding of archaeological 

protocols, policies and procedures. One of the roles of the professional 

archaeologist is to construct, interrogate and interpret the past through the 

evidence of material culture (Pruitt 2011, 2). The subsequent interpretations are 

made through epistemic dependence (Blais 1987, 369), the application of 

rigorous scientific techniques, the execution of carefully constructed 

methodologies and an intimate understanding of the rules and procedures of 

archaeological practice (Rassool 2010, 83). We can see then, that the role of the 

professional, expert archaeologist undertaking public archaeology is to facilitate 

public access to archaeological information, using their archaeological skills and 
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subject-specific knowledge - a two-way interaction which involves trust on behalf 

of the public and within the discipline, public deference to the archaeologist’s 

accumulated knowledge base and skill set, the public performance of the 

professional’s archaeological experience, and the public acceptance of 

institutional affiliation as an embodiment of that expertise (Rassool 2010; Pruitt 

2011). As Hodder argues; 

Subordinate groups who wish to be involved in archaeological 
interpretation need to be provided with the means and mechanisms 
for interacting with the archaeological past in different ways. This is 
not a matter of popularising the past, but of transforming the 
relations of production of archaeological knowledge into more 
democratic structures (1992, 186). 

 

The narratives created by archaeologists and historians, whether independently 

or through co-creation and a multi-vocal stance, cannot be extricated from the 

diverse contemporary and historical social, political and economic contexts in 

which archaeology is practised. The creation of a historical narrative is an 

intrinsically political act, and becomes a “tool of social control” (Kojan 2008, 

77). Most professional, practising archaeologists are trained practitioners, 

fundamentally involved in the creation and commodification of their 

professional hegemony (Pyburn 2009, 167). According to Waterton (2010b, 

113) it is heritage organisations who decides who, when and how member of the 

public can access the education and knowledge required to appreciate the 

expert's self-defined common understanding of heritage issues, although as 

Baxter rightly critiques, this is difficult to see in practical terms within the 

heritage policy-making process that governs the work of most regional and 

national heritage agencies which are “now focused on the management of 

change within the built environment and land use planning systems” (2012, 

193). 

The practice of archaeology in areas of political, ethnic or economic dispute, 

such as Israel, Nepal or Bolivia, is part of the performance of government policy, 

power or subordination; brokerage of knowledge between expert and non-
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expert; recognition of forgotten histories, or the public negation of subaltern 

heritage (Soffer 1982; Fawcett et al 2008; Kojan 2008). The creation and 

maintenance of a professional monopoly over a “specialist body of knowledge 

and skills” allows authoritative control over knowledge that is both controlled by 

policy, publicly beneficial and seen to be in the hands of the most adept curators 

and performers of these expert skills and knowledge (Soffer 1982, 801).  

We can see from this discussion that the authority of archaeological information 

and data created by professional archaeologists is also ascribed by the audience 

and does not necessarily undermine the position of the professional 

archaeologist as expert. It is through the development of a public appreciation 

for their education, knowledge, expertise and authority over many years that the 

public archaeologist will find a supportive audience for the presentation of their 

expert knowledge. Principles of community empowerment, co-creation and a 

participatory culture may mask hierarchical and structured approaches to 

archaeological knowledge, expertise and material objects, what Rassool calls 

“knowledge ventriloquism” (2010, 81). The non-professional audience for 

archaeological information will in turn, acknowledge the embodiment of 

archaeological authority within the professional archaeologist (Stein 2012).  

The central question for this chapter is whether or not the impact of Internet 

technologies as a communication medium for archaeology can override or 

challenge these “traditional models of expertise by disrupting established 

information routines and cultivating multi-perspectivalism” (Pfister 2011, 218). I 

would argue that, despite being able to access archaeological information in ever 

increasing quantities, especially with the advent of access to online material 

through Internet technologies, and a growing amount of archaeological data 

freely available to download, this empowerment will always derive from a 

subordinate relationship between the public and the professional archaeologist. 

This is, once more, a reflection of the ‘top-down’, outreach, broadcast and public 

relations approaches to public archaeology, which have been outlined in detail in 

Chapter 2.  
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The role of the gatekeeper to archaeological information is privileged, supported 

in the UK financially by a variety of policies, stakeholders, statutory bodies and 

regulations, and grant funding, as well as public money and public confidence 

and value that draws authoritative strength from the public perception of its 

stability and longevity (Bevan 2012, 3). As Kojan (2008, 70) has noted, there are 

many stakeholders in a society who have diverse understandings of the past as it 

exists in the contemporary social world, and acknowledging that these 

multitudes of experiences and opinions about the past exist and are valid for 

those people, has to become a key component of the practice of archaeology. 

There will always be subtly- contested understandings of the past at 

archaeological sites and monuments, which may arise from a wide variety of 

sources; orally transmitted knowledge and histories; legends and mythologies; 

religious and spiritual associations; disputed ownership or subaltern and hidden 

heritage; Fisher & Adair state that “…many people can have a valid response to 

and perspective on any subject, and that a rich and meaningful conversation can 

emerge by linking those that do have true expertise with those alternative 

perspectives and new voices” (2011, 50). Understandings of perspective, agency, 

personal meaning, and individual experience and community concerns are vital 

tools for the establishment of an equitable public archaeology. These multiple 

understandings of the past and the actions of humans in the past, and the 

reactions to these in the present will always exist “regardless of how 

archaeologists or any other party feel about it” (Kojan 2008, 75).  

Yet, how relevant the scale of considerations of multi-vocality is to the UK 

audience remains difficult to gauge. Certainly, the UK has to acknowledge its 

historic role as a former Empire, a former colonial power, and the resulting 

diversity of population and experiences with interactions with the past. The 

discussions of British identities within popular media and academic archaeology 

and history (Paxman 1999; Ackroyd 2002; Kumar 2003; Miles 2005) are, as 

Johnson argues “implicit and inflected rather than overtly stated” (2008, 45) 

and linked politically and culturally to concerns relating to contemporary issues 

of multi-culturalism and social inclusion, as discussed in Chapter 2 Section 2. 
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Johnson makes a strong argument that the historic landscape of the UK is a 

palimpsest of the impact of the archaeology of economy and class, and one that 

is relevant to reconsideration in the light of a multiple-voices approach to land 

use, human agency and socio-political interaction, especially at a local scale, 

rather than one seeking to provide grand narratives (2008, 52). 

How relevant these issues are when weighed against the opportunities to foster 

online relationships between a variety of publics, as well as archaeological 

communities, with diverse sources of digitised images, information and cultural 

material from the past is questionable. The central issue remains, for me, what 

kinds of relationships do we, as professional archaeologists, wish to foster 

between archaeological material culture and data, the small-scale local 

archaeologies that Johnson advocates, the wider public understanding of the 

past in the present, through national narratives, and more subtly, the populist 

public interest in the more obscure and mysterious aspects of archaeology 

(Buchli & Lucas 2001; Holtorf 2005a; Moshenska 2006; Moshenska 2013), 

which are, as Bevan notes, part of  “a niche market” at best (2012, 9).  

The growing importance of emphasis on the diversity of audience for heritage is 

another point of note, since archaeological sites and standing buildings may 

have different interpretations, meanings and relevance on the basis of class, 

gender and ethnic origin, as well as national, regional and local identity. An 

organisational attitude that seeks to build on these privileges, by opening itself 

and its work to the public through participation, exploration and co-curation by, 

and with, non-archaeologists, could enhance the value and impact of otherwise 

low-profile archaeological work. Trigger wrote that we need to seek to 

understand how archaeologists behave not just as “individuals but as researchers 

working within the context of social and political groups” (1984, 369). The 

fundamental issue, in my opinion, is the need for an acknowledgement within 

the profession that multiple interpretations of historic and archaeological 

information may occur, and that the associated problem is rather more 

methodological - in terms of how to comfortably embrace an acceptance of (not 

necessarily agreement with) the existence of multiple reactions to experiences of 
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landscape, the urban environment or material culture in museum displays, 

alternative spiritual or folklore beliefs, or even multi-vocality, as a reaction to the 

fruits of professional archaeological research - rather than an issue of expecting 

the public to wholeheartedly embrace the correct expert archaeological 

interpretation.  

 

8.2 Multi-Vocality and Opening the Field of Discourse 

As Kojan (2008) has argued, diverse understandings of the past exist, even with 

archaeological ‘truths’ widely disseminated within societies. Whatever 

archaeologists feel about these alternative viewpoints, they will continue to exist 

and be shared, regardless of archaeological understandings of the past. As an 

example, recent debate on the existence of smugglers tunnels throughout the UK 

on the Britarch Forum201 clearly demonstrates the invisibility amongst 

professional archaeologists and archaeological data of a strong trope in British 

folklore and local history of the archaeological “uncanny” (Moshenska 2006). 

Therefore, acknowledging the existence of these many narratives and exploring 

approaches to multi-vocality should be a “key component of the practice of all 

archaeology rather than a methodology to be adopted or rejected according to 

the predilections of individual archaeologists” (Kojan 2008, 70). An 

understanding and appreciation of the many possibilities and significance of 

encounters with archaeological material or landscapes, allows archaeologists to 

maintain their “scientific study of the past and an axiology of place and past, 

examining the broader values of distinct cultural and social groups” (Colwell-

Chanthaphonh & Ferguson 2006, 150). Hodder has argued that archaeologists 

interested in democratising archaeological enquiry should pay attention to the 

beliefs and concerns of those most at risk from dispossession by dominant 

archaeological narratives and enquiries (Hodder 2008, 210), and has also 

written on the moral and ethical responsibility of archaeologists to facilitate the 

                                                           
201

 https://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A1=ind1402&L=BRITARCH#40 



255 
 

participation of non-professionals in archaeological interpretations (Hodder 

1999).  

The appearance of post-processual theory in archaeology during the 1980s was 

heavily influenced by the emergence of post-modernism within academia. The 

practice of archaeology has been, and continues to be shaped and negotiated 

within historical, political, cultural and socio-economic contexts and cannot 

realistically be extracted from these (Habu & Fawcett 2008, 91). That is not to 

say that multi-vocality presents competing narratives and the importance of 

archaeological work disappears in epistemological relativist pluralism where no 

single narrative has authority over another (Wylie 2008, 202). As we have seen 

in Chapter 2 Section 3 (and in Kojan (2008, 70) and Silberman (2008, 138)) the 

compromises within community archaeology projects and heritage tourism that 

elicit community and visitor participation, with the semblance of community 

involvement, often serve the archaeologist’s expertise and local economic 

activity, rather than supporting and empowering the non-professional 

participant, which subtly undermines any oppositional practice of multi vocality. 

However, within a UK context, where the public appreciation of the 

archaeological expertise of the professional is fundamentally embedded in public 

consciousness, and there are few alternative perspectives to embrace, the 

concept of multi-vocality is perhaps difficult to locate within archaeological 

practise, unless it is seen as the need to understand the social phenomena 

situated around archaeological place, both in the present and in the past 

(Rodman 1992; Hodder 2003; Colwell-Chanthaphonh & Ferguson 2006). 

Archaeology as a professional discipline seeks to maintain a professional, expert 

status. The Institute for Archaeologists was awarded Royal Chartership in 

February 2014,202 which emphasises further its professional status and 

recognition of the technical skills and knowledge of its members (Institute for 

Archaeologists 2014a). Bodies such as the IfA, English Heritage, or The Royal 

Commission on Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland, seek to protect 

knowledge and standards through policy and management guidelines, which 
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includes for example, English Heritage’s Management of Research Projects in the 

Historic Environment203 or Caring for Historic Graveyard and Cemetery 

Monuments.204 

The shifting nature of the participatory Internet could bring with it an innate 

threat to the misrepresentation of archaeological knowledge in the public realm 

and fear of the use of the Internet for 'illegitimate', alternative archaeology. This 

is further explored in section 8.4. As McDavid noted in 1997, during the earliest 

days of the use of websites in archaeology, Internet technology could open the 

field of discourse, which defines archaeological truths to those outside 

archaeology - which make claims which are not supported by professionally 

produced archaeological data, and to those who may wish to appropriate this 

data for their own purposes. It is perhaps then unsurprising that many 

archaeological projects actively using social media do not choose to engage in 

dialogue and discussion with the public. However, in the realms of 'community' 

archaeology, archaeological outreach and other forms of public engagement with 

archaeological practise and process, we might reasonably expect to find evidence 

of shared appreciation or discussion, through an online presence, on a par with 

the aspirations of such projects in the non-digital sphere, for inclusivity, 

openness and participation. This resonates with Hodder’s insistence that multi 

vocality is “an oppositional practice, capable of critically transforming 

archaeology” and encourages belief that the use of participatory technology can 

democratise enquiry (2008, 210).  

 

8.3 Information Literacy and Information-Seeking Behaviour 

 

The implications of the move from seeking information sources 
physical to virtual Library users demand 24/7 access, instant 
gratification at a click, and are increasingly looking for “the answer” 
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rather than for a particular format: a research monograph or a journal 
article for instance. So they scan, flick and “power browse” their way 
through digital content, developing new forms of online reading on 
the way that we do not yet fully understand (or, in many cases, even 
recognise) (Rowlands et al 2008, 293).  

 

The evolution of the Internet has reconfigured the way in which people discover, 

understand, use, share and create information, and consequently there  is a wide 

variety of quality of information available online (Miller & Bartlett 2012). The 

information landscape of the Internet, especially when explored via search 

engines, can privilege popularity over the “low-circulation-high-quality” 

archaeological information that heritage professionals provide (Stein 2012). 

Users have to accept information on face value due to the expertise of the author 

or the institutional affiliations with which it is associated, what Hardwig has 

described as “strategic trust” (1991, 206). Discrimination between authentic, 

credible archaeological information, and populist, inaccurate and misleading 

archaeological sensationalism, or even pseudo-archaeology, requires an ability to 

apply critical thought to information retrieved online - digital and information 

literacy, which has been briefly discussed alongside the issue of digital divides 

and digital exclusion in Chapter 4.4. Information literacy has been a key concept 

within Library and Information Studies for 40 years, with the concept of 

computer literacy growing with the development of computer technologies 

during the 1980s and 1990s (Zurkowski 1974; American Library Association 

1989; Lanham 1995; Gilster 1997; Snavely & Cooper 1997; Society of College, 

National and University Libraries 1999; Virkus 2003; Andretta 2007).  

Digital literacy was recognised by the UNESCO Prague Declaration as a key skill 

for “for participation in the knowledge economy and in civil society” (UNESCO 

2003; Catts 2012), and was described in the International Federation of Library 

Associations and Institutions Alexandria Proclamation of 2005 as “essential for 

individuals to achieve personal, social, occupational and educational goals” 

(International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions 2005; Catts 

2012). The concept of digital and information literacy has been described in a 
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variety of ways; “multimedia literacy” (Lanham 1995, 198); the ability to use 

and understand ideas rather than technologies, and from a wide variety of 

digital sources (Gilster 1997); an ability to understand information via 

hypertext, critical understanding, awareness of networks as information sources 

and the ability to create and publish one’s own material online (Bawden 2001; 

Gurak 2001; Dutton & Shepard 2006). Most definitions are concerned with;  

…the ability to find and use information… but goes beyond this to 
encompass communication, collaboration and teamwork, social 
awareness in the digital environment, understanding of e-safety and 
creation of new information. Both digital and information literacy are 
underpinned by critical thinking and evaluation (Open University 
2012).  

 

For the purposes of this thesis research, the definition of digital literacy proposed 

by Catts and Lau (2008) has been used. This defines information literacy as the 

ability to; recognise information needs; locate and evaluate the quality of 

information; store and retrieve information; make effective and ethical use of 

information and apply information to create and communicate knowledge. One 

of the central issues with archaeological material found online - as with all other 

academic subjects - is that information and disinformation can be difficult to 

unpick without an element of digital literacy (Miller & Bartlett 2012). Miller and 

Bartlett‘s collation of issues between digital literacy and truth is especially useful 

to consider in the light of an understanding of archaeological authority and 

expertise. Offline strategies for verifying archaeological information, through an 

ability to examine relevant peer-reviewed books, journal articles or 

archaeological data may not always be applicable in an online context (although 

as we have seen in Chapter 5, this is not always the case). Access to this sort of 

material may be difficult and expensive due to distance, expense or the lack of 

academic institutional affiliation, especially for community archaeology 

members, commercial archaeologists and those working outside the academy, 

when affiliation would give access to academic libraries and up-to-date 

archaeological literature, previously discussed in Chapter 1. Miller and Bartlett’s 
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(2012, 37) discussion of the key challenges and strategies for mitigation has 

been included in this thesis as the best example of a model for the key issues of 

information literacy and these have been adapted in the following paragraph. 

These issues include: 

“Anonymity and the pedigree problem”: The complexity of information 

provided online, and the lack of specialisms or expertise means that judgements 

about truth claims are difficult, especially when “much of the discussion on the 

Internet occurs under the cloak of anonymity, or where identity (and therefore 

authority) can be easily faked”. 

“Absence of gatekeepers”: The growth of participatory media, user-generated 

content and access to an unprecedented level of information means that, as a 

society, we do not always have the equivalent of newspaper editors, academic 

textbooks and peer-review before content is made public, so “we sometimes 

create social epistemological structures and processes to order and categorise 

information according to its value and ‘truth’”. 

 “Pseudo-sites and propaganda”: Many websites do not contain accurate 

information, although they may be designed to appear authoritative and 

truthful. 

“Use of imagery”: Appearance of websites if often a consideration when 

considering the accuracy of information held within these sites, and “image 

manipulation techniques are increasingly allowing misinformation to be 

powerfully and attractively packaged” 

“Echo chambers”: Use of the Internet is often subject to “algorithms used in 

increasingly personalised web services” that create a tailored online experience 

based on our previous interests. 

“Skittering’ and ‘bouncing’”: Information consumption online does not reflect 

“critical, deep, single-source reading”. Information seekers “bounce” through a 

handful of web pages supported by search engines, and “skitter” across these 

pages, viewing information rather than actively reading it. According to Miller 
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and Bartlett an online article is viewed “for around five minutes, and summaries 

are read much more than the full content”. (Adapted from: Miller & Bartlett 

2012, 37)  

The concept of ‘information behaviour’ describes “the many ways in which 

human beings interact with information, in particular, the ways in which people 

seek and utilize information” (Bates 2010). The impact of ICT on information 

behaviour has seen a growth in research in this area of library and information 

studies (Cronin & Hert 1995; Wilson 1999; Xie 2003; Rieh 2004; Bates 2010; 

Park 2013). There has been very little research into the phenomena of 

information-seeking behaviour for archaeological information - and only a 

handful of examples of research exist, from the UK, India and Sweden, which 

look at the user behaviour of professionals working in the field archaeology sub-

discipline and archaeological academia (Corkill & Mann 1981; Stone 1982; 

Huvila 2006; Huvila 2008a; Huvila 2008b; Ahmad 2009) and none of these 

focus on the consumers of archaeological information.  

Understanding information-seeking behaviour is also essential to evaluate the 

impact of digital media in online public archaeology and one of the surveys 

undertaken for this research was specifically created to gather data on the 

qualitative experiences of consumers of archaeological information online. The 

data collection parameters and processing method for this survey, the ninth 

undertaken for this thesis, has been outlined in Chapter 3, and full details of the 

survey questions and results can be found in Appendix I. The findings from 

survey 9, “Using the Internet for Archaeology”, are especially interesting to 

consider alongside issues of information literacy and an understanding of 

information-seeking behaviour in archaeology, as well as the information 

discussed throughout Chapter 4 covering issues of digital inequalities.  

Survey 9 received 577 responses. The survey was especially targeted at members 

of the public active in the UK voluntary archaeology sector, through links on the 

Britarch Forum,205 inclusion in British Archaeology magazine, and by directly 
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emailing an invitation (with the survey’s URL) to community archaeology 

groups. Professional archaeologists and organisations were also invited to take 

part and also responded through the call for participation made through my own 

blog206 and Twitter account207 and on various archaeology-related Facebook 

pages. One in five responses came from professional archaeologists (21.9 per 

cent), members of local, regional history or archaeology groups or societies 

(16.35 per cent), postgraduate archaeology students (14.76 per cent), ‘other’ 

(10.95 per cent), volunteers (10.16 per cent), undergraduate archaeology 

students (8.25 per cent), those “interested in the subject but not active” (8.25 

per cent), those working in academia above postgraduate level (5.71 per cent), 

and museums professional (3.65 per cent). The age range was weighted towards 

the 25-54 year old age range, as 53.72 per cent of respondents fell into these 

categories, although 69 responses were from the 55-74 age range.  

The most significant findings relevant to this chapter are found in the survey 

responses to questions about the use of archaeological websites, which 

archaeological websites are visited, and the use (or not) of social media 

platforms to access information about archaeological topics. The majority of 

people who responded to the survey declared that they access archaeological 

websites on a daily or weekly basis - 44 per cent and 26 per cent respectively. 

The types of websites that the participants reported visiting regularly range from 

large archaeological organisations such as the ADS,208 RCAHMS Canmore,209 the 

CBA,210 Heritage Gateway211 and Current Archaeology,212 to smaller 

organisations like Past Horizons,213 the BAJR website and discussion forum,214 

the Day of Archaeology, as well as blogs, Facebook pages and Twitter.  
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Sixty four per cent of the respondents to the “Using the Internet for 

Archaeology” survey had used some form of social networking platform such as 

Facebook, Twitter or YouTube to find out more about archaeology, although 14 

per cent had not. The most popular platform used for archaeological information 

was Facebook, followed by Twitter. Other forms of social media were mentioned 

as useful places to find archaeological information, but these were not as 

popular as Facebook or Twitter. These platforms include (in descending order of 

popularity in the survey) YouTube for information on excavations, 

demonstrations of experimental archaeology or interviews; platforms such as 

blogs, including Blogger, Tumblr and WordPress, valued for their space for 

comments and discussion; Academia.edu, which was found to be a useful 

platform to access academic papers without accessing pay walled journals or 

needing an affiliation to an academic library; and LinkedIn for work-related 

social networking. Email lists, Google+, Instagram, online forums, Pinterest, and 

Scoop.it215 were also mentioned by a handful of respondents.  

Responses indicated that the participants in Survey 9, the profile of which has 

been outlined above, had a reasonable awareness of the need for an information-

literate approach to archaeological information shared through social media:  

the respondents comments included an acknowledgement that Facebook page 

moderators need to be vigilant regarding the quality of content posted; that the 

quality of archaeological information varies depending on the Facebook page 

moderation, source material and interpretation, and is prone to spam. The 

participants were sometimes confused about the source of information found on 

Facebook pages, and felt the ability to discriminate was a fundamental 

requirement to judge the worth of the archaeological content; it was noted that 

archaeological content found on YouTube was of varied quality and offered little 

participatory interaction between content-producers and the audience; 

information shared via social media platforms is only as good as the quality of 

the author and the sources; survey participants noted that they built 
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relationships with reliable archaeological sources on Twitter, and checked links 

before accepting the veracity of the information provided.  

Participation in discussions on archaeology forums or social media platforms 

appears to be dependent on the users perception of having confidence, valid 

knowledge, qualifications and disciplinary authority to comment on 

archaeological content; survey respondents expressed a fear of ‘making a fool of 

themselves’ in participating in discussion - anonymous participation was seen as 

a beneficial method of encouraging more dialogue. The responses also noted the 

appearance of ‘trolls’ and vitriolic comments, which was off-putting. Responses 

suggest that users do not have a lot of time to spend on commenting on social 

media platforms, and there is the perception that commenting on archaeological 

information can be a waste of time “There is literally no point in commenting or 

joining in. Nothing ever changes…” (Survey 9, Question 12, Appendix I).  

From these results, age does not seem related to digital literacy, as all responses 

indicated a level of consideration of sources and authoritative affiliation when 

searching for information, especially on social media platforms. Educated people 

made the responses to the survey and the minimum level of educational 

qualification attained is GCSE. 105 of the participants have first-degree level 

education, whilst 56 are studying for, or possess, a Ph.D. (Survey 9, Question 23, 

Appendix I). The academic literature has noted that education and technical 

familiarity has positive effects on the ability to efficiently use the Internet 

(Hargittai 2004; Hargittai & Hinnant 2008; Case 2012; Parks 2013), and this is 

certainly supported in the qualitative data produced by Survey 9. The data show 

that the audience makes the ultimate judgement about the value of these media 

and the information shared on these platforms, and building a relationship with 

the users ascribes authority and authenticity to the archaeological information 

and the interactions between the professional archaeologist and members of the 

public. 
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The Megalithic Portal,216 a website created and run by volunteer non-

archaeologists (Fig. 8.1), was also reported as a popular website for broad 

coverage of archaeological information, maps and location details, the ability for 

the public to contribute to the site, the range of quality photographs of the 

archaeological sites, and what one participant called a “balance between 

accepted science and possible science” (Survey 9, Question 12, Appendix I). This 

is an interesting presentation of mixed approaches to archaeological expertise 

within the realm of digital public archaeology. The website contains a vast 

catalogue of information on over 40,000 ancient sites in 130 countries, including 

descriptions, maps, geo-location, access information, and 115,000 images, many 

of which have been crowdsourced from website visitors. The site also shares 

archaeological news stories, and data downloads for promotional material, 

audio, e-books and newsletters, and is professionally built and maintained. The 

site also contains a large and well-used online forum, which contains posts on a 

variety of topics. In the light of the discussion of information literacy in Section 

8.3, the website could be seen to provide a forum for misleading information for 

the uninitiated, who may not be willing, or able to differentiate between the 

variety of information and discussion contained within the website. This site is 

an interesting example of the presentation of multiple voices and approaches to 

archaeological information, and the realms of the archaeological fantasy and 

mystery.  

The Megalithic Portal website forum includes a series of eight forum threads. 

Five of these are dedicated to site administration, instructions on how to use the 

site, or for the exchange and sale of books and other items. Three threads are 

dedicated to discussion topics. One is for the discussion of “mainstream” 

archaeological matters relating to megaliths and prehistory; one is for the 

discussion of topics relating to the Roman or “Dark Age” period, ancient crosses 

and other related historical or geographical topic; and one is an esoteric thread 

titled “Sacred Sites and Megalithic Mysteries” (Fig. 8.2). This thread states 

clearly on the forum page that it is for “alternative ideas relating to ancient sites, 
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theories involving earth energies, dowsing, ritual, or other such things” 

(Megalithic Portal 2014) and it contains a large amount of fantastic and 

alternative archaeological discussions on subjects as diverse as; “Evidence of 

Alien Visits to Earth, UFO?”;217 “Relativism, political correctness and 

censorship”218 or “The Principle: Stonehenge”.219 The forum thread with most 

visits and discussion topics is “Sacred Sites and Megalithic Mysteries”.  

As part of the research for this chapter, I contacted the website founder, Andy 

Burnham, with questions about the approaches and management of the more 

esoteric content found on the site, and how they managed the differences 

between the mainstream information and the alternative archaeologies, whilst 

remaining open and inclusive about people’s different opinions on archaeological 

‘truth’. Two of the administrators of the site responded, and both emphasised 

that there were differences of opinion between the administrators about the 

toleration of the “Earth Mysteries” thread. There were geographical and political 

sensitivities inherent in some of the content that has been shared through the 

forum thread and that these were carefully monitored - including the removal of 

posts and the banning of forum members if they share unpleasant and 

unacceptable content - white supremacist material for example. 

Whilst most British people are quite relaxed about 'alternative' 
archaeology, (and some Americans positively revel in it) it can be a 
very sensitive issue in Germany as alternative theories historically had 
an association with the Third Reich. We have discovered that there is 
still one far right group in Germany propagating alternative theories 
for unpleasant purposes - we have of course distanced ourselves from 
them and not allowed them to post. There are also various 
groups/individuals such as Ancient Celtic New Zealand who need 
careful handling and we try to avoid propagating such 'white 
supremacist' type ideas (A Burnham 2014, pers. comm., 7 March). 
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Fig. 8.1 Screenshot of the Megalithic Portal website. 21 February 2014. Retrieved 
from: http://www.megalithic.co.uk/index.php 

 

The website itself had been set up originally;  

…with the intention of being inclusive, but not intrusively so such 
that our main pages became full of unsubstantiated ideas… That's 
how we set up our 'Mysteries' Forum as a safe place for such ideas to 
be expressed, as a 'relief valve' as it were for the rest of the site as we 
can direct people over there rather than get into such discussions on 
our main pages…Once we were up and running, the sorts of ideas 
and theories we were being sent rather decided that we would be 
inclusive. I wasn't inclined to delete and ignore all of the stuff that 
was coming in as I knew it would be of interest to our visitors, even if 
not always to myself (A Burnham 2014, pers. comm., 7 March).  

 

The website administrator emphasised that the website was established as a 

method of sourcing information on obscure archaeological sites that had been 

written about in various alternative and mainstream magazines and books 

during the 1980s and 1990s. They noted that the creation of the website was a 

direct response to the lack of publicly available and reliably-visualised and 

located information, before the advent of online HER and other archaeological 

databases made access to archaeological information faster and easier. 
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‘Runemage’, one of the administrators who responded to my email, noted that 

the contents of these threads are moderated with a “light touch”, that forum 

members must sign up to Terms and Conditions as part of their use of the site 

and that only the forum members can post. Abusive accounts are blocked, but 

there is freedom to post questions and discuss alternative archaeologies 

unchallenged, within the boundaries of decency. In their responses to my email 

questions, Runemage made a point which reflects the issues of dispositional 

divides outlined in Chapter 4.9; 

There are comparatively few forum posters compared to our 
membership, I’ve looked at other non-archaeology sites which provide 
a platform for different but still alternative views and it seems to be 
the way of things. Large membership, very small core of regular 
posters, a few newbies now and again. We even ran a couple of polls 
to see if there’s anything we can do to encourage more people to join 
in on all of our fora, but there’s only a very small take-up (Runemage 
2014, pers. comm., 7 March). 

 

 

Fig. 8.2. Screenshot of the Megalithic Portal discussion forum “Sacred Sites and 
Megalithic Mysteries”. 1 March 2014. Retrieved from: 

http://www.megalithic.co.uk/modules.php?op=modload&name=Forum&file=vie
wforum&forum=4 
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8.4 Alternative Archaeologies and the Internet 

Schadla-Hall wrote that “the vast majority of the public has no interest or direct 

contact with what members of the archaeological profession consider to be their 

subject” (2004, 255). The apparent lack of concern at this proposition amongst 

the profession, as noted by Schadla-Hall, and Kojan in 2008, perhaps reflects an 

underestimation of the impact of access to the Internet and the accompanying 

vast quantities of badly-written, badly-researched, dubious or downright false 

websites containing ‘archaeological’ information and archaeological conspiracy 

theories available online (Archaeology Fantasies 2014; Fitzpatrick-Matthews & 

Doeser 2014; PalaeoBabble 2014).  

‘Alternative’, ‘fringe’, ‘pseudo-scientific’ or ‘cult’ archaeologies are a thorny issue 

for mainstream archaeologists, with shifting barriers between conventional 

archaeological interpretations and alternative explanations, clouded by the 

evolution of academic archaeological thought and post-modernist approaches to 

archaeological evidence (Jordan 1981; Harrold & Eve 1987; Williams 1987; 

Wallis 2003; Schadla-Hall 2004; Holtorf 2005b; Fagan 2006; Kojan 2008; Feder 

et al 2011; Pruitt 2011; Normark 2012; Anderson et al 2013). Whilst there is not 

space in this thesis to explore the full academic literature and many studies and 

refutations of alternative archaeologies by professional archaeologists, there has 

been a huge growth in the production and popularity of alternative 

archaeological information and conspiracy theories in the media in recent 

decades (Brittain & Clack 2007; Holtorf 2007; García-Raso 2011). For example, 

books such as Chariots of the Gods (Von Däniken 1970); Fingerprints of the Gods 

(Hancock 1995), The Modern Antiquarian (Cope 1998) or Ancient Giants Who 

Ruled America (Dewhurst 2014); fictional and ‘factual’ TV, documentaries and 

films such as The History Channel’s Ancient Aliens,220 the BBC’s Bonekickers,221 

SyFy’s Stonehenge Apocalypse,222or Living TV’s Paranormal Egypt,223 or even 

‘archaeological’ TV reality programmes that feature professional archaeologists 
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such as Chasing Mummies: The Amazing Adventures of Zahi Hawass,224 as well as 

numerous video games that present alternative archaeological viewpoints and 

information, such as the Tomb Raider,225 or Uncharted series.226 

Whilst there are notable differences in the relationship between archaeology and 

the media in the UK and the United States, (Ascherson 2004; Henson 2006; 

Kulik 2006; Harrison 2010; Bonacchi et al 2012; Anderson et al 2014), and the 

realms of alternative archaeology in the UK are definitely not mainstream 

enough to induce most TV producers to commission alternative archaeology 

programmes on the scale found in North America, there is a British market for 

misinformation through digital media, illustrated in the findings of Fitzpatrick-

Matthews and Doeser (2014) and the more esoteric content of the Megalithic 

Portal,227 for example. The two-pronged approach described by Anderson et al 

(2013) is one of the best argument for the importance of online public 

archaeology; the “intellectual ‘whack-a-mole’” (Anderson et al 2013, 28) of 

refutation and challenge by professional archaeologists on social media and 

organisational websites after-the-fact, or for the discipline to acknowledge the 

risks outlined in Miller and Bartlett’s challenges for information literacy 

discussed in section 8.3, and proactively adopt the potential of the Internet and 

address genuine archaeological narratives in an absorbing, stimulating, multi-

mediated and jargon-free manner that engages and educates. Whilst the ‘top-

down’ approach of Holtorf’s “education model” (2007), or Matsuda and 

Okamura’s “outreach” model (2011) seem at first most appropriate for the 

management of archaeological authority online in the face of alternative 

archaeologies, it is perhaps only within a framework of the media presentation 

of an archaeological discipline that is willing to engage with, discuss and refute 

where necessary, multiple understandings of the past, that public archaeology 

online can survive the demand for archaeological “commodities” (Moshenska 

2010, 46). As a discipline, we need to present and discuss narratives to the 
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public that venture beyond the world of Time Team, and into the real world of 

archaeological mystery, the morbid, life and death in the past, present-day 

detective work and painstaking science, in order to counter the UK 

archaeological fictions that perpetuate online, of earth energies,228 direct descent 

from prehistoric populations,229 or that the builders of Stonehenge believed in 

geo-centricity.230 

 

8.5 Locating Archaeological Authority Online: Case Studies from 

the Twitter Platform 

Credibility, reputation and trust are critical issues when dealing with the public 

dissemination of archaeological news and information online. Online 

information is not necessarily less credible, but there are vast amounts of 

inaccurate and low-quality websites. Credibility has been described as the 

perceived quality of information by the user, and consists of “two key elements: 

trustworthiness (well-intentioned) and expertise (knowledgeable)” (Lucassen & 

Schraagen 2011, 1233). Reputation is a “fluid, contingent, and precarious 

attribute generated entirely by the perception, attention and approval of others” 

(Hearn 2010, 423), and maintaining a positive reputation involves a continuous 

process and performance of image-management (Rodden 2006, 75). The active 

creation and management of personality and self-expression on social media 

platforms raises a number of issues around interpersonal perception, reputation 

management and controlled identity. No direct research has yet been undertaken 

into photographic or biographic representation on Twitter, and the image is only 

one small part of a very short biography. Unlike Facebook or blogs, the Twitter 

profile can only carry one picture (Twitter Help Center 2014). Users can choose 

an image that they feel best represents their communicated self or opt for the 

default Twitter avatar, which is a white egg shape on a coloured background. 

The range and style of the profile images is vast: individuals or groups, close-
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ups, blurred images, symbols, organisational logos, cartoons, or avatars, and 

“…self-presentation on Twitter takes place through on going ‘tweets’ and 

conversations with others, rather than static profiles. It is primarily textual, not 

visual” (Marwick & Boyd 2011, 116). The importance of the process of 

evaluating authenticity can be observed during the decision to exercise 

reciprocity after being 'followed' by another Twitter user. Twitter's account 

profile facility is limited and many account holders prefer to maintain a high 

degree of anonymity, using nicknames and impersonal avatars 

As evidenced in the surveys for this thesis, many people using and interacting on 

archaeological social media platforms are professional archaeologists or 

researchers; many users work in the academic field, and the authenticity of, and 

trust, in archaeological news can be an emotive subject, as explored in Section 

8.2. The evaluation of information credibility online is far less simple that in the 

pre-Internet era - the user is frequently left to judge the veracity of the 

information discovered online for themselves (Lucassen et al 2013). The 

academic literature on information credibility in digital media is extensive, and 

somewhat beyond the remit of this thesis (for example: Flanagin & Metzger 

2000; Kiousis 2001; Metzger et al 2003; McKnight & Kacmar 2006; Metzger 

2007; Metzger et al 2010; Lucassen & Schraagen 2011; Schmierbach & Oeldorf-

Hirsch 2012; Lucassen et al 2013). However, recent studies have shown that 

there are discrepancies between what users consider relevant to ascertain 

information credibility, and that used by search engines such as Google and Bing 

(Schwarz & Morris 2011; Morris et al 2012). Those seeking credible information 

rely on their experience and expertise with the subject, information literacy and 

critical awareness, or experience of the information provider, in order to form a 

judgement on the accuracy and validity of the information retrieved (Lucassen & 

Schraagen 2011). Research by Lucassen et al (2013), unsurprisingly, showed 

that people with some knowledge of the topic evaluate the credibility of 

information found online differently than those with no prior experience or 

understanding.  
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The rapid, real-time update of the Twitter platform makes it an ideal source for 

following and sharing the latest news, discussion and commentary, and has been 

used to break fresh news from weather, sport, world events, political revolutions, 

to celebrity gossip, and natural disasters (Eltahawy 2010; Becker et al 2011; 

Castillo et al 2011; Christensen 2011a; Liu et al 2013; Veenstra et al 2014). 

These news items have been tweeted by newspapers, news agencies, citizen 

journalists and blogs, as well as first-person observations from people 'on the 

ground'. ”Trending topics” are listed on the Twitter site (Fig 8.3), representing 

the most-mentioned keywords and hashtags from emerging news on the whole 

Twitter time line, although users can adjust what they see as the trending topics 

by narrowing or expanding their geographic filter.  

 

 

Fig. 8.3: Screenshot of Twitter UK trending topics. 9 February 2014. Retrieved from: 
https://twitter.com/i/discover 

 

Twitter can rapidly update information and facilitate swift analysis and 

interpretation of events far faster even than traditional media websites (Castillo 

et al 2011). Yet, the speed and churn of the Twitter time line, and the increasing 

use of mobile phone connections to update the platform (Twitter Advertising 

Blog 2013), may facilitate the spread of misinformation, and the issue of 

ascertaining credibility within online micro-blogging is an important aspect to 
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consider within the paradigm of asserting archaeological authority in an online 

context. The Twitter platform has also been the focus of research into 

information credibility (for example: Al-Eidan et al 2010; Popescu & 

Pennacchiotti 2010; Schmierbach & Oeldorf-Hirsch 2010; Starbird et al 2010; 

Yardi et al 2010; Al-Khalifa & Al-Eidan 2011; Castillo et al 2011; Kang et al 

2012; Ikegami et al 2013, An et al 2013).  

The work of Castillo et al  (2011) suggested that Twitter users estimated the 

level of credibility of information exchanged via the website using several 

markers of believability; the emotional reactions and sentiments of users 

generated by certain topics; the level of questioning of topics by users sharing or 

retweeting information; the external sources cited, the existence and 

authenticity of an external source and URL; the numbers of followers, the 

number of Tweets sent, and the longevity of a Twitter account. The research 

concludes that credible news items “...tend to include URLs... have deep 

propagation trees... are propagated through authors that have previously written 

a large number of messages, originate at a single or a few users in the network, 

and have many re-posts...” (Castillo et al 2011, 5). The asynchronous nature of 

the Twitter feed allows users time to consult external sources to verify 

information shared via Twitter (Schrock 2010, 2) and research the veracity of 

the information supplied: “Twitter feeds may be perceived as a stream of 

interesting titbits of information that are quickly evaluated and easily ignored” 

(Schrock 2010, 17). Whilst misinformation is not a new Internet phenomenon by 

any means, the use of a social media platform for political propaganda, 

marketing, spam and malicious behaviour could seriously damage the credibility 

of information publicized via Twitter. However, as Schrock points out, “for the 

Twitter environment there may be few risks to being deceived, other than the 

occasional spurious status update” (2010, 17). 

The responses to the “Twitter and Archaeology” online survey questions over the 

three years of the survey which took place between 2011 and 2013, and 

examine the perception of archaeological authority and the need for accuracy 

when tweeting, are very interesting in the light of the literature on Twitter as a 



274 
 

credible news source. The data collection and collation method for these surveys 

are outlined in Chapter 3, and the full results of the surveys, including the 

questions and responses, can be found in Appendices A (2011), C (2012) and H 

(2013). Results from these three surveys show that the limitations of the account 

profile mean that what users say on Twitter, how often and with whom they 

interact is of far greater importance to the perception of the authority and 

influence than the contents of the short biography and accompanying avatar or 

image. Personal and professional reputation and organisational affiliation, weak 

ties, the perception of reliability, the length of time the source has held a Twitter 

account, influence on the archaeological sector in 'real life', as well as 

biographical information found elsewhere online are all important factors in the 

perception of trustworthiness of both the information shared through Twitter 

and the individual source account.  

For many of the respondents, a weak tie connection and the possession of social 

capital, as defined by Granovetter (1973; 1982) and Putnam (1995; 2001) and 

discussed in Chapter 6.2, including familiarity with the work of the connection is 

central to the perception of authority, overriding the relative anonymity offered 

by the Twitter platform. Where Twitter users do not have personal 

acquaintanceship with the Twitter source, the survey respondents have noted 

that they will actively search for more information about a person or academic 

affiliation or professional status through the use of a search engine, in order to 

ascertain the reliability of the information provided. The archaeological tweeters 

who responded to the surveys over the three years are rigorous fact-checkers - 

checking sources of information, biographies and personal and institutional 

websites. Question 15 of Survey 8 addressed this issue and selections of the 

comments received on this subject (which can be found in full in Appendix H) 

include:  

“I will assess the source of the information in terms of who the 

individual/organisation is and try to determine where the information for their 

tweets is coming from.” 
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“…visiting the very source of news/links, checking what else people posted and 

wrote, whether they’re acquainted with topic and/or where they work, for how 

long…” 

“Check them out using a search engine.” 

“Follow-up search in search engines to check the veracity, as well as discussion with 

friends.” 

It is also noticeable, as previously discussed in Chapter 6, that the longitudinal 

element of the “Archaeology and Twitter” surveys can demonstrate a growing 

sense of an off-line community within the online archaeological Twitter network. 

More of those people responding to the survey in 2013 noted that they were 

familiar with the Twitter account holders they follow in real life, having met 

them at conferences or through professional encounters, and some of the 

comments noted that these meetings in person have started through an 

acknowledgement of themselves as tweeters.  

The extent that the potential reach and audience of a user’s shared information 

Twitter can be vast, and is exercised through the simple act of receiving a 

retweet, has a number of implications for the use of social media platforms for 

dissemination of authoritative information and publicity. This is an important yet 

imperceptible example of why an appreciation of the requirements and abilities 

of the imagined audience around issues of information literacy and information 

credibility during the production of archaeological information online are 

essential. It is also fundamental that public archaeology projects consider how 

influence and reach affects the longevity of information circulation, since reused 

and recycled content can last longer than expected online.  

An extreme example of this was demonstrated in April 2011, when an 

international news item was circulated via Twitter that covered the discovery of 

a so-called “Gay Caveman” during an archaeological excavation in the Czech 

Republic. This sensationalist story was first reported in the Daily Telegraph 

(2011) (Fig. 8.4) and the Daily Mail (2011) in the UK on the 6th and 8th of 
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April respectively, and the news items were swiftly spread throughout global 

media platforms. The UK newspaper articles had included information about the 

identification of the sexual orientation of an individual in a Copper Age burial, 

dating to around 5000 years ago. This biological male had been interred with an 

'unusual' grave assemblage and orientation, previously only found in burials 

found in the region that had been identified as belonging to biological females. 

There was much conjecture in the press and online about the transgender status 

or homosexuality of the human interred in the unusual burial, often in 

disparaging terms; the Daily Mail referred to the individual as “The Oldest Gay 

in the Village” in the article headlines (Daily Mail 2011).  

 

 

Fig. 8.4:  Screenshot from the Daily Telegraph. 20 February 2014. Retrieved from: 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/newstopics/howaboutthat/8433527/First-

homosexual-caveman-found.html 

 

The reactions to this news by the archaeological community studied during this 

period varied. Many of the archaeological news accounts simply retweeted this 
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information as a news item, without critical analysis. A small but vocal number 

of archaeologists met the news with increasing anger and derision both on 

Twitter and through their blogs (Killgrove 2011; Hawks 2011; Joyce 2011), and 

attempts were made to bring some archaeological critique to an otherwise 

inflammatory and inaccurate tabloid story. However, the Gay Caveman story as 

a Twitter phenomenon did not simply disappear in the face of these 

denunciations by high profile archaeological experts. The story carried on being 

shared as a fresh news item some days after it was first released, and the last 

known retweet of this story, which imagines the narrative to be current, as well 

as ignores the scientific community’s updates and challenges to the veracity of 

the information was on 15 June 2011 by @gayandhappy, who Tweeted “Gay 

Caveman' Found By Archaeologists “. This is an interesting development of the 

“Gay Caveman” story, as part of the mythology and history of modern 

homosexuality, and, whilst a period of nine days between the release of fresh 

information and @gayandhappy’s retweet is not a particularly long time, I would 

argue that the speed of the Internet, and the Twitter platform means that this 

example is a useful warning about the potential 'long-tail' of archaeological 

stories found in the global media that contain inaccuracies and sweeping 

generalisations.  

 

8.6 Email Questionnaire Case Studies 

This section of Chapter 8 contains the results and an analysis of the email 

questionnaires undertaken as part of the research for this thesis, which were 

drawn from eight case studies of high profile and digitally active UK-based 

archaeological organisations. The background information on the participant 

organisations for these email questionnaires and the method of data collection 

and collation are outlined in detail in Chapter 3, and full details of the questions 

and results can be found in Appendix J. The eight case studies are: Archaeosoup 

Productions, a privately owned educational enterprise; Big Heritage, a social 

enterprise for heritage education; British Archaeological Jobs and Resources 
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(BAJR), a privately run archaeological organisation providing information, 

advocacy and support services to the archaeological community and members of 

the public; The Council for British Archaeology (CBA), a long-established UK-

based educational and advocacy charity which aims to “promote the 

appreciation and care of the historic environment for the benefit of present and 

future generations” (Council for British Archaeology 2014); The English Heritage 

Archaeology section, part of English Heritage, the Historic Buildings and 

Monuments Commission for England, an executive non-departmental body 

funded through the Department for Culture, Media and Sport; The PAS, a 

national “partnership project which records archaeological objects found by the 

public in order to advance our understanding of the past” (Portable Antiquities 

Scheme 2013); RESCUE, the British Archaeological Trust, is a small UK-based 

registered charitable organisation that exists to campaign for the protection and 

conservation of archaeological sites, artefacts and monuments; The Royal 

Commission on Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland (RCAHMS), a 

non-departmental body of the Scottish Government, responsible for strategic 

survey and recording of the historic and built environment of Scotland and the 

management and maintenance of a national collection of written records, 

manuscripts and photographs relating to Scotland's maritime history, industrial 

past, built environment and archaeology (Royal Commission on Ancient and 

Historical Monuments of Scotland 2014). 

The survey questions examined the relationship between these eight 

archaeological organisations and their experiences of propagating and 

maintaining their archaeological expertise and authority on the Internet, through 

their websites and presence on their various social media platforms. The aim was 

to draw out the common concerns, issues and mitigation strategies for the 

maintenance of audience trust, through the exercise of archaeological authority. 

Can the participatory nature of social media threaten or undermine these 

organisations' archaeological authority? Can the proliferation of websites 

devoted to 'cult', 'alternative' and 'fantastic' archaeology on the Internet threaten 

this archaeological authority, and is this something that archaeological 
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organisations feel they need to address? The findings discussed below are the 

result of collating and coding the responses using a Grounded Theory approach, 

and the full details and responses to these questionnaires can be found in 

Appendix J. The data coding has revealed a series of shared approaches to the 

use of Internet technologies as a form of public archaeology and public 

engagement amongst these eight organisations, which reflect the results of the 

Twitter survey responses outlined in section 8.5. For simplicity of reference, the 

outcomes of the survey coding have been presented in Tables 8.1 and 8.2. 

 

 

Table 8.1: Summary of the issues for the case-study organisations relating to 

sharing news items from third-party sources. 

 

 

Table 8.2: Summary of the issues for the case-study organisations with the 

presentation of expertise and authority as part of public archaeology. 

 

So how does the archaeological expertise of these respected and recognisably 

authoritative organisations manifest itself online? Information shared is carefully 
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vetted, filtered and the provenance checked before it is re-shared. These 

organisations are actively managing the appearance of their own archaeological 

authority within their digital practice; as the trust of their audiences, and 

reputation of their affiliations are central concerns. However, there is awareness 

that the speed of information shared online allows for rapid retractions, 

corrections and comments, and the interpretation of the data sources mentioned 

once these stories leave the organisation will not always be that desired by the 

originating source, nor the archaeological organisation acting as a conduit for 

news. The results of the questionnaire show that these considerations affect the 

ability of these organisations to harness the speed of interactions in the digital 

realm, since the process of checking and ensuring accuracy and style of content 

will take time. However, this does not prevent the organisations from being 

willing to discuss archaeological issues through social media - all were very 

positive that the use of social media and Internet platforms were vital parts of 

the communication of archaeological information for their organisations; that 

using websites, blogs and social media were considered to be effective, and 

cheap communication tools for dissemination; and that digital media offered an 

effective means of presenting nuanced levels of detail for different audiences. 

The presentation of institutional expertise online amongst the case study 

participants reveals common values; authority was represented through logos 

and branding, as well as highlighting and emphasising the embodiment of 

knowledge, expertise and professional skills though staff profiles, possession of 

experts within the organisation and the data value; professional content and a 

sense of formality within the style of writing; and ensuring that the 

organisational values were clear within the content and method of delivery of 

information. 

None of the organisations felt that the issue of alternative interpretations of any 

data or news stories were problematic, beyond the issue of trolling, which is 

especially difficult around the sensitive issues of metal detecting and portable 

antiquities. The organisations welcomed the use of Internet technologies as an 

opportunity to share knowledge and offer audiences the opportunity to respond, 
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through open dialogue, and empowering the audience by providing descriptive, 

accurate information; “…taking a press release is a responsibility to research it, 

mould it, tailor it and present it along with supporting information you have 

gathered on the way. Then the reader is empowered to not just accept what is 

written, but to see what they discover” (Appendix J, case study 3). 

 

8.7 Discussion 

Studies of social network analysis models and ‘weak tie’ connections, explored in 

Chapter 6, have suggested that online authority is, in part, derived from the 

density of ties to centrally located individuals - so these media have facilitated 

collaboration as well as strengthen the sense of authority gained through 

network ties (O’Neil 2006). This is reflected in the results of the three 

“Archaeology and Twitter” surveys to some extent, in that the popularity, length 

of membership and regular use of the platform weights followers in favour of the 

information shared by these Twitter accounts over those of new or less frequent 

posters.  

Opportunities for self-representation using social media reflect Corner’s idea of a 

“strategy of representation”, where there are distinct choices about which 

aspects of the self to choose to represent, and the methods by which to present 

these (1995, 79). As Wellman and Guila have argued, "…before life on the Net, 

people didn't always go to experts…" (1999, 174). This has some resonance 

today, since the distinction between archaeologist and non-archaeologist can be 

fluid online - the distinction between a professor and an undergraduate on 

Twitter for example, can only be seen in the context of a 160-character 

biography - the content of which is often obscure, and may not provide any links 

to identify the person tweeting as a member of a real-life institution. The content 

and quality of the communication is what seems to count according to the 

results of the three “Twitter and Archaeology” surveys undertaken for this thesis 

(see Appendices A, C and H). The presence of academic or institutional 

credentials is not what matters to techno-utopians such as Clay Shirkey: mass 



282 
 

peer production - crowdsourcing - the public performance of competence - 

online is absolute (O’Neil 2009, 2).  

Yet these institutional credentials impact how we understand and acknowledge 

the notion of the expert and the way in which expert knowledge is presented 

and performed is vital to establish authority (Pruitt 2011, 250). In his seminal 

work The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (1959), Erving Goffman 

conceptualised identity as a continual performance, and theorized that 

individuals should be able to manage or control private-public boundaries by 

selectively revealing and concealing one’s identities in a continual process of 

interaction with other people (Blumer 1969; Leary & Kowalski 1990; Strauss 

1993; Marwick & Boyd 2011). So are these Web-enabled changes are simply a 

technologically facilitated continuation of longer-term developments within 

archaeology as a whole? I would suggest perhaps that the online interaction 

between the non-archaeological, imagined audience and the professional 

archaeologist is the interface required to produce a Goffmanesque performance 

of archaeological expertise, and it is this conscious performance of identity, skill 

and knowledge that underlines the authoritative nature of being an authentic 

archaeologist, something that has also been explored by Rodden (2006) and 

Hearn (2010). 

Based on the results of the online surveys discussed, and case studies presented 

in this chapter, we must seriously question whether new landscapes of 

participatory media can fundamentally change, open, or even threaten the 

authority of archaeological organisations and academic knowledge, since the 

research presented in this chapter indicates that the ownership of online 

archaeological expertise and authority is robustly maintained and defended by 

archaeological organisations throughout the UK and that this is itself subtly 

stratified by institutional affiliation, real-life status, professional accomplishment 

and even the ability to leverage digital literacy and longevity on these platforms. 

The encouragement of audience participation in the production of archaeological 

knowledge by archaeological organisations seems to have gone only a small way 

towards supporting multiply voiced, participatory approaches to heritage issues, 
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with the Bristol Know Your Place project one of the best examples found during 

the research for this thesis, which is discussed fully in Chapter 6. Despite the 

considerable scale and intricacy of the many issues of information inequalities 

outlined in Chapter 4, and the nuanced variants in information literacy outlined 

in Section 8.3, and although the Internet is a repository of misleading 

information and advice on all topics, not least archaeology, the possibilities for 

mass-appeal “bad archaeology” (Fitzpatrick-Matthews & Doeser 2014) in the UK 

seems minimal.  

The behaviours involved in the interactions between the non-professional 

layperson and archaeology and archaeologists online through social media, 

which have been explored in this thesis - “nano-endorsements” such as citation 

indexing, favouriting blog posts or tweets, rating, liking or tagging images, posts 

or comments - are passive activities that do not necessarily present any challenge 

to archaeological authority (Bevan 2012, 3). Equally, commenting on the 

content of blogs, creating posts on Facebook pages or exchanging ideas and 

comments through Twitter could raise challenges, present different ideas, 

question interpretations and extend arguments between the public and the 

professional archaeologist. However, organisations have to welcome and 

embrace these types of interactions, actively seek out and support these kinds of 

online dialogue and multiple perspectives, and be prepared for the variety of 

responses this is likely to elicit. Technology will absolutely “lower the barrier to 

entry” to historical and archaeological detective work (Fisher & Adair 2011, 55) 

but will it sustain interest, support multiple perspective and encourage 

organisations to really listen to their partners in participatory engagement? 

Perhaps the fundamental answer to the question of how we, as professional 

archaeologists in the UK can recognise elements of epistemic unrest, lies in how 

we can work with the interested and opinionated public, without trivialising 

multiple perspectives to absolute relativism or ignoring them completely. In the 

prevailing atmosphere of economic austerity, it is all too easy to view enquiry 

into cultural heritage and archaeology as reduced in importance and value to 

wider society, despite the dichotomy of the rise of volunteerism in the heritage 
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sector (Steel 2013; VisitEngland 2013), and increasing involvement of the public 

through the growth of community archaeology projects (for example: Thames 

Discovery Programme 2014; Waveney Valley Community Archaeology Group 

2014). Archaeologists need to demonstrate the value of their work on a 

consistent basis (Stein 2012), and the key to a successful approach in this 

carefully choreographed dance between archaeological expertise and public co-

curation and creation is to incorporate participatory techniques into 

organisational public engagement strategies, online and offline, without fear of 

misinterpretation or misrepresentation (Simon 2011, 30).  

 As the results of the data explored in this chapter have demonstrated very 

clearly, this recognition of multi-perspectivalism is not, on the whole, 

undertaken through a process of actively acknowledging shared authority or 

through accommodating poly-vocal responses to archaeological information at 

all. Organisations are generally very strongly defended against participation in 

difficult conversations, through the careful consideration and preparation of 

material to share online and the editorial process, and sometimes even through 

the implementation of organisational social media policies discussed in Chapter 

5. Nor do most of the organisations or individuals that responded to my surveys 

for this research attempt to facilitate digital self-directed exploration of 

archaeological data, without the exercise of ‘top-down’ expert knowledge and 

guidance, and these trends provide a public archaeology model that sits firmly in 

the “deficit”, “outreach”, “public relations”, and “educational” models of 

Merriman (2004) and Holtorf (2007). Exploring these models for public 

engagement with archaeology means we must confront “the structure of social 

relationships that we wish to foster” (Bevan 2012, 12).  

I argue that we do not proactively support the interpretations and perspectives 

created and imagined by non-professionals within the framework of the 

participatory web (MacArthur 2011, 61), frequently because they simply do not 

exist, belong firmly in the realms of the uncanny or unreasonable, or are part of 

local history and folklore and therefore not part of professionally produced 

archaeological data or narratives. I would also argue that, these nuances aside, 
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through the consideration of the types of social relationships we wish to create, 

guided by archaeologists and leading the public ‘other’, we remain trapped in an 

epistemic loop of ‘top-down’ public archaeology, even with the augmentation of 

participatory media. This creates a space for what I term ‘participatory 

ventriloquism’ where the top-down approach to public and community 

archaeology translates to the Internet, and we are at risk of performing our self-

defined roles as archaeologists in the digital realm, through telling non-

archaeologists what to read, ask and contribute through Internet technologies 

and our social media platforms, rather than consider the needs and interests of 

the audience. These issues will be further discussed in the conclusion in Chapter 

9.  
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CHAPTER 9: CONCLUSION 

 

Much of public archaeology is overloaded with eloquent calls for 
action couched in far-from specific terms (Fagan 2003, 3). 

 

 

This thesis set out to examine the impact of Internet technologies on the practice 

of public archaeology in the UK, within professional archaeological communities 

working in commercial archaeology, higher education, local authority planning 

departments and community settings, as well as the voluntary archaeology 

sector in the UK, within the paradigm of democratic access to heritage and 

associated digital resources. My research has examined the role and activities of 

archaeological organisations using Internet platforms for public engagement; 

this has included reflection on the types of audiences for digital archaeology and 

the level of participation in these projects offered by archaeological 

organisations. It has examined and dissected the impact of the many digital 

inequalities that exist in UK society, as well as the issue of digital literacies, on 

the audience for archaeological information. It has examined the growing sense 

of focused online communities within archaeological social networks, using the 

Twitter platform as a case study, and has explored this in the light of the 

sociological concepts of social capital and weak ties. The thesis has used a 

variety of approaches to data-gathering, including the use of online surveys, 

email questionnaires, online ethnography, the social media platform, Twitter, 

and the public archaeology blogging project, the Day of Archaeology. It has also 

discussed the concept of archaeological expertise and authority, whilst reflecting 

critically on the promises of an inclusive, participatory media, and has discussed 

current attitudes within the professional and voluntary archaeological sectors 

towards community participation and public engagement through the use of 

digital technologies and social media platforms. The main contributions of this 

thesis are summarised, further work highlighted and the limitations of the 

method and scope are discussed in this final concluding chapter. 
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9.1 Overview of Chapter Conclusions 

 

This thesis has located the subject of Internet technologies and online 

participation within the context of both the historical background to the 

development of the discipline of public archaeology and UK archaeology as it is 

practised today. It has outlined the sectors within which public archaeology 

projects are presented through digital means, and the platforms through which 

this work is taking place, presenting a detailed overview of the models for public 

and community archaeology, as the paradigms within which the different 

formats of digital public archaeology can be located. The presentation and 

sharing of archaeological knowledge with and to the public through the use of 

participatory media requires firm commitment to public engagement, and a clear 

strategic approach to this form of interaction and communication. Through 

increasing organisational commitment to information sharing and discussion 

online, archaeologists must first have a clear understanding of how this 

information about the past is sought and processed, received, interpreted, 

associated, subverted and recycled. Instant access to information can support 

fresh connections in thought, new interpretation and a refinement of data. If 

archaeology is to develop a new relationship with the public through digital 

media then this must involve an archaeologist’s (or archaeological 

organisation’s) new awareness of audiences and a willingness to participate in, 

and accommodate, dialogue with those members of the public.  

 

Chapter 3 examined the method in which data were collected and processed for 

this research, to answer the main research question, to examine the impact of 

Internet technologies on the practice of public archaeology, within professional 

archaeological communities working in commercial archaeology, higher 

education, local authority planning departments and community settings, as well 

the voluntary archaeology sector in the UK. The chapter discussed the methods 

used, how these methods guided data collection, further data analysis and the 

development of associated conclusions, which used a Grounded Theory 

approach to the data, rather than a preconceived theoretical approach to guide 
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data collection and analysis. 

 

This thesis presented a detailed discussion of the impact of a variety of 

inequalities in access and use of Internet and social media platforms in the UK 

throughout Chapter 4. Beginning with the growth of the Internet and the 

subsequent development of ‘Web 2.0‘, this thesis has examined the potential 

application of participatory Internet technologies for public archaeology and 

provided strong critique the claims for the transformative power of the Internet 

for public archaeology. It has explored the existing inequalities in participation 

in public archaeology projects online; the problems of information retrieval and 

the impact of search; the demographics of the UK audience for archaeology; 

online abuse; user typologies and dispositional barriers to participation in social 

media.  

 

The establishment of participatory forms of digital communication and inclusive, 

stakeholder-driven public archaeology practices requires organisations to first 

consider the effects of wider issues of network and hardware access, user 

motivation, digital literacy, educational literacies, and inequalities of access to 

the digital world. The results of the data and literature relating to digital 

inequalities and participation discussed in this thesis underlines the central 

importance of  understanding audiences, and complex user behaviours in order 

to ensure that archaeological organisations planning to create useable and useful 

digital resources can support wide participation and maximise educational 

opportunities, whilst ensuring that the investment of organisational resources for 

public engagement are in the public interest.  

 

This research has explored the landscape of contemporary digital outreach 

projects and methods in the UK and the types of platforms used by 

archaeological organisations to share knowledge and raise awareness of 

archaeological activities through digital engagement. It has reflected on the 

strengths of these projects within a participatory framework, and considered 

organisational approaches the measurement of success at the outcomes of their 
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digital public archaeology projects. Whilst value is allotted to outreach, 

engagement and discussion with non-professionals through social media in a 

number of organisations, especially those with dedicated staff, time and financial 

resources, there are several significant issues involved that inhibit this activity 

becoming more commonplace.  

 

An understanding of audience is yet again highlighted as a central issue for the 

future development of digital public archaeology, as well as an understanding 

how to measure the success of a digital project. Organisations have little 

strategic planning in place to manage the requirements of staff time, technical 

ability and communications policy involved in the creation and sustainability of 

these types of projects effectively. Creating public engagement projects in 

professional settings with archaeologists who do not use social media as part of 

their everyday work-related communications is difficult, and volunteer groups 

are frequently reliant on a handful of members to manage their digital 

communications, which is a precarious practice. These practises do not support 

sustainability or add value to the use of these media if these projects are 

transient or poorly supported. 

 

The broad exploration of three areas of online community in archaeology - 

online activism, Twitter networking and crowd-sourced projects - has 

highlighted the ability to create and exploit opportunities to leverage the interest 

of archaeological communities online through weak ties and social capital. This 

sense of archaeological community is an encounter with the past in the present, 

creating an awareness of the importance of this shared interest, and the weak 

ties that are formed through these disparate activities leading to community 

formations are based on shared experiences and passions situated around 

encounters with the past.  

 

The case studies within this thesis that represent examples of online activism and 

crowd-sourcing in archaeology raise the question of the effectiveness of the use 

of these media alone for communication. The social element noted within the 
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data collated from Twitter also poses difficult questions for the issue of public 

engagement between archaeologists and non-professionals through the use of 

social media platforms, if weak ties are necessary before trust and inclusion can 

occur. I would restate that, in order to stimulate public engagement, instil trust, 

and support community allegiance and identity through the use of Internet 

technologies, as part of a digital public archaeology project, we urgently need to 

undertake audience research and be prepared to provide further practical 

support and be open to dialogue. It cannot be assumed that ready-made 

communities exist or aspire that they will be easily created, and the 

considerations of associated issues such as digital literacy, participatory 

motivations, online authority, and the top-down models of public archaeology, 

need careful consideration.  

 

The case study of creating and managing the Day of Archaeology project has 

provided an insight into best practices for managing digital public archaeology 

projects and outlined the positive and negative experiences of using digital 

communications as the basis for a public archaeology project, examining how 

the project was established, how it is structured and how it operates. The series 

of five examples of contributions to the Day of Archaeology website has explored 

the types of information that had been shared by archaeological practitioners, 

suggesting future possibilities for information sharing. It has discussed how the 

website content had been repurposed, and archived, and how the project fitted 

in with the paradigm of online community creation.  

 

There are many opportunities to foster a sense of community through online 

participation, and these reflect the theories of weak ties and social capital. 

Reflecting on models for public archaeology, which were examined in in Chapter 

2.3, online archaeological communities can be seen to be part of the paradigm of 

Merriman’s “multiple perspectives model” where archaeologists engage with the 

public from a desire to enrich people’s lives, and stimulate thought, emotion and 

creativity (Merriman 2004, 7), as well as Holtorf’s “public relations model”, 

where archaeologists are actively involved in improving the public image of the 
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discipline (Holtorf 2007, 114).  

 

This thesis has discussed the concept of authority and the sociological and 

political approaches to the subject in the academic literature, as well as the role 

of authority in archaeological theory and practice. It considered the role of 

multi-vocality and diverse understandings of the past from a UK perspective, and 

has highlighted the significance of information literacy and information-seeking 

behaviour. The results of the data collection has demonstrated how these factors 

could affect the ability of non-archaeologists to differentiate between 

professionally produced archaeological content and misleading alternative or 

fantastic archaeological content. It briefly discussed the phenomena of 

alternative archaeology, and the areas in which these may be found online in the 

UK, using the Megalithic Portal as a case study and has discussed the role of the 

non-professional in the creation and maintenance of archaeological authority 

and expertise, within the context of archaeological communications online.  

 

As a result of this research, we must question whether participatory media can 

fundamentally change, open, or even threaten the authority of archaeological 

organisations and academic knowledge. Data collected for this research indicates 

that online archaeological expertise and authority is robustly maintained by 

archaeological organisations throughout the UK. Multiple perspectives on 

archaeological interpretation and meaning are not apparent within the 

framework of the participatory web, frequently because they simply do not exist 

in the UK - these alternative viewpoints are often part of local history and 

folklore, or wilful misinterpretation, and therefore not part of professionally 

produced archaeological data or narratives. In the UK, archaeology organisations 

carefully consider and prepare the types of archaeological information it presents 

to the public, and control the areas in which dialogue rather than broadcast can 

take place. 
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9.2 Future Research Directions 

 

This thesis is limited in its scope for many reasons, not least the broad overview 

of the subject area and the rapid development of new online communications 

platforms and digital tools for data collection, as well as new methods of analysis 

of digital content and social interactions. Future research to extend the analysis 

of archaeological communities would benefit from social network analysis and 

visualisation similar to that undertaken using NodeXL231 and the concept of 

distant reading undertaken by Graham (2012) and Marwick (2013). Grand-scale 

sentiment analysis of the kinds of discussions and questions raised on social 

media platforms by members of the public would enable a better understanding 

of how those outside the silo of the discipline sees and values archaeology. Work 

on archaeological website metrics data would enhance the quantitative 

understanding of when and how these sites are used, and provide useful data for 

issues of website content, navigation and accessibility. 

 

Further work must be undertaken around the issue of institutional training and 

professional development on the subject of digital communications management, 

social media policy and digital archiving. If we are to leave any kind of legacy for 

future generations of archaeologists to understand the form and methods of 

communications used by archaeologists in the early 21st century, it is vital that 

we consider how we collect and archive records of our public archaeologies. It is 

highly likely that the data collected for this doctoral research on social media 

and archiving policies will be out-of-date in 2014. The speed of adoption of these 

media within the discipline will expand the forms of communications, locations 

of use for information sharing, and communication policy development. Further 

work should be undertaken to re-examine the existence and impact of these 

policies within archaeological organisations and enhance an understanding of 

the role of the archaeologists as an information gatekeeper and the public 

display and reception of archaeological expertise. 

                                                           
231

 http://nodexl.codeplex.com/ 
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One of the largest knowledge gaps in public archaeology which I have identified 

during my doctoral research is a systematic exploration of the location and 

demographics of the audiences for archaeological information. This thesis has 

shed some light on the attitudes and activities of archaeological organisations 

and individuals regularly involved in the discipline, either through employment 

or through active volunteer work. Although the surveys attempted to reach the 

non-professional or volunteer sector, the results could not reflect entirely the 

thoughts of a non-archaeological audience, since its focus was on the impact of 

these participatory technologies from an organisational perspective. Whilst this 

thesis has contributed some new data to an understanding of the contexts in 

which members of the public access and interact with archaeological information 

and data online, there remains scope for the development of research projects 

which explore the impact of these technologies on the audience for archaeology, 

and this is something I plan to develop in my post-doctoral research. 

 

 

9.3 Conclusion 

 

As my research has shown, recognition of multiple perspectives on 

archaeological experiences is not, on the whole, undertaken through a process of 

actively acknowledging shared authority or through accommodating multiple, 

often emotional, responses to archaeological information at all. As this thesis has 

demonstrated, archaeological organisations are generally very strongly defended 

against participation in difficult conversations, and there is a very real sense of 

the “...rejection of emotion as irrational” (Evrard 1997, 172). The facilitation of 

digital self-directed exploration of archaeological data is never practised without 

expert guidance, and these trends provide a model of digital public archaeology 

that sits firmly in the “deficit”, “outreach”, “public relations” and “educational” 

models of Merriman (2004) and Holtorf (2007). 
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UK archaeology as a discipline urgently needs to understand the subtle ways in 

which the hidden issues of digital literacies and digital divides have serious 

impact on community inclusion and the practice of digital public archaeology. 

We must find better methods of measuring the impact of our digital projects 

beyond the simple measurement of website hits, Facebook likes or Twitter 

followers. We must also be willing to share best practice both within the 

discipline and with colleagues working in the GLAM sector, public history and 

science communications. Too many wheels are being reinvented, and too many 

disciplinary silos are created and sustained by our continued isolation as 

communicators.  

 

The “rhetoric of community” (Waterton & Smith 2010, 8) needs to be re-

examined and practitioners of online public archaeology must choose “...the 

structure of social relationships that we wish to foster” (Bevan 2012, 12). 

Merriman (2002, 547) wrote 14 years ago that archaeologists have long 

communicated blindly to an audience it does not understand, without being able 

to assess the effectiveness of this broadcast, or discover whether the 'message' 

has been successfully received. Merriman’s quote is, unfortunately, just as 

relevant today and the issue is just as urgent. Through our lack of understanding 

these existing relationships with the general public online, which are generally 

instigated by archaeologists, rather than springing from interested and 

passionate communities, we continue to create 'top-down’ public archaeology, 

even when we offer public engagement and participation in archaeology through 

digital technologies. The introduction of my conceptualisation of this model of 

participation in digital public archaeology as a form of participatory 

ventriloquism suggests that expert-led top-down public and community 

archaeology translates to the Internet, and as I have discussed in Chapter 8, we 

perform our roles as archaeologists and manage public interaction with and 

recognition of these roles in the digital realm as much as we do offline. 

 

This thesis also highlights the need for better understanding of the element of 

the exploitation of human resources implicit in social media platforms, and this 
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must be considered within the growing complexities of funding issues, the 

impact on the discipline of national economic austerity, and the benefits of free, 

uncompensated labour of crowdsourcing and community curation. These issues 

been discussed at length elsewhere in the academic literature of sociology and 

Critical Internet Studies (Andrejevic 2012; Fuchs 2013; Scholz 2013) and these 

deserve further examination in relationship to public and community 

archaeology. Although outside the scope of this thesis, there are potential effects 

on both the availability of jobs, and professionalism within the discipline, with 

the rise of crowdsourcing and digital volunteering in museums and public 

archaeology projects. These issues must be considered in any discussion of the 

impact of participatory media on public archaeology. 

 

Schadla-Hall wrote that “despite the assumption that the public in general 

supports the efforts of archaeologists in protecting their heritage...there is 

remarkably little hard statistical evidence for the level of public support and 

interest” (Schadla-Hall 1999). As Ascherson noted in his editorial introduction to 

the first issue of the journal Public Archaeology in 2000, these are indeed 

carefully-chosen words. We are at a pivotal moment for archaeology as a 

professional discipline. In the conclusion of the 2012 volume, Archaeology and 

Digital Communication, Pett and Bonacchi (2012) quote from the great public 

archaeologist R.E.M Wheeler that;  

 
...today the public has every right to its archaeology, palatably 
garnished; for the days of private patronage are over, and most of the 
field archaeology now comes directly out of our rates and taxes, 
whether we like it or not (Wheeler 1955, 64). 

 

Their recent argument that Wheeler’s statement is topical and that digital public 

engagement with archaeology can go some way to fulfil Wheeler’s concept is, on 

reflection, difficult to comprehend in the current political climate. It is ironic to 

consider Wheeler’s ambitions for public archaeology sixty years later, both in the 

context of the fact that the majority of archaeology is now undertaken by private 

companies working on behalf of (predominantly) private developers, that the 
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provision of taxpayer-funded local government archaeologists is eroding rapidly 

and that volunteerism and crowdfunding archaeology are seriously considered as 

a valid means of survival for the academic and professional discipline, as a result 

of the economic policies of the coalition government. 

 

Technology will absolutely “lower the barrier to entry” to participation in digital 

archaeologies (Fisher & Adair 2011, 55), but will these archaeology projects be 

sustainable, interesting, and engaging enough to attract new audiences? As I 

have shown, professional archaeologists must recognise that we need to better 

understand how we can work with the public, without devaluing community 

participation or ignoring multiple perspectives. Archaeologists have to 

demonstrate to the public and to government the social, health, economic and 

cultural value of our work on a consistent basis if we are to see a continuation of 

public funding, and value for the subject within wider society, planning control, 

higher education and as part of a vibrant volunteer sector. We must all become 

better public archaeologists, better digital public archaeologists, with an 

unprecedented urgency, if we are to survive as a discipline with public relevance 

and value. 

 

We must re-evaluate what we currently understand about the presentation of 

archaeology to the public through the Internet and the presentation of the public 

to archaeology. Archaeologists have consistently failed at this, or appear to be so 

enthused by the possibilities of adopting these new media platforms without 

strategic direction, that they forget that a significant proportion of their audience 

have neither access to, motivation for, nor an understanding of the participation 

that is expected of them. The key to a successful approach in this carefully 

choreographed dance between archaeological expertise and public co-curation 

and creation is to incorporate supportive, open and participatory techniques into 

organisational public engagement strategies, online and offline. This must be 

undertaken without fear of misinterpretation or misrepresentation, and should 

be grounded solidly in an understanding of who we are sharing knowledge with 

and to what purpose. We need to ask ourselves, through our digital 
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communications, have we served archaeology, and have we served our public?  
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