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The Impact of Archaeology in the North-East of England, 2005-2015 

Sophie Jane Laidler 

Abstract 

 
This thesis explores the impacts that academics, volunteers and career archaeologists 

associate with archaeological research and practice in the north-east of England 

primarily, between 2005 and 2015. Increasingly performance-based impact reviews are 

used to inform funding decisions within academia and charitable organisations. In 

addition, the emphasis placed upon the societal value of archaeological interventions in 

planning policy continues to underpin developer-funded initiatives. These drivers have 

created pressure to demonstrate accountability and cost-effectiveness producing new 

challenges and opportunities for the sector. In particular, there are increasing concerns 

over the ability to recognise, measure and represent the impacts associated with 

archaeological research and practice. This thesis provides a more nuanced and inclusive 

methodology for determining and assessing the impacts of archaeological initiatives 

experienced by those participating directly with archaeological work within the region 

than has previously been attempted. This has been achieved through the use of a 

reflexive methodology employing questionnaires, focus groups and interviews to obtain 

insights into participant's perceptions and experiences. These findings are contextualised 

by broader analyses of Historic Environment Records, publications and grey-literature to 

contribute to the debate on a local and national level. Archaeological practice and 

research in the north-east is primarily valued by practitioners for contributing to the 

cumulative production of knowledge. In addition, social and economic benefits of 

archaeology are associated with causal-mechanisms attached to initiatives such as 

engagement and dissemination strategies. The insights provided in this thesis raise 

questions about the limitations of externally produced impact assessments and the value 

of supporting initiatives that can produce long-term sustainable outcomes rather than 

immediate returns.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 

1.1 Research in Focus 

This thesis aims to gain an insight into the impacts academics, volunteer and career 

archaeologists associate with archaeological practice and research conducted in the north-

east of England, primarily between 2005 and 2015. Archaeological enquiry in the United 

Kingdom is commonly divided into two processes; research or rescue. Research initiatives 

involve the proactive pursuit of archaeological evidence to address one or more specific 

questions while rescue ventures are reactive to environmental or human threat (see 

Bradley 2006, 1). Measurement of the value of archaeological enquiry in contemporary 

society has current influence within academic monitoring and broader resource driven 

discussions especially since the transformation of archaeology from an antiquarian 

pastime to a professionalised discipline (Agbe-Davies 2010; Atalay 2010; Baxter 2009; 

Carman 1995 and 1996; Sørensen and Carman 2009; Cooper 1995; Hodder 2003a; 

Holtorf 2007 and 2010; Simpson 2009 and 2010; Smith and Waterton 2009). Since the 

Ancient Monument Protection Act of 1882, archaeological practice in the United 

Kingdom, defined here for the purpose of this thesis as research-based, volunteer-led and 

commercially-orientated archaeological investigation has undergone a progressive 

transformation (see Section 1.6). It has changed from a privately financed initiative with 

an ad-hoc agenda largely encompassing the pursuit of knowledge to satisfy curiosity, to an 

activity that is extensively integrated with external organisational processes (see Section 

4.2). For instance, archaeological practice is now a taught and research discipline within 

UK universities and is also carried forward by a range of international and national special 

interest groups including the European Association of Archaeologists (EAA), the Council 

of British Archaeology (CBA) in addition to more localised societies such as the Society 

of Antiquaries of Newcastle Upon Tyne (SANT). In addition, increased statutory 

protection introduced through Planning Policy Guidance 16 in 1990 and subsequent 

policy updates has embedded archaeology and heritage as a developer-funded 

consideration within the UK planning process (PPG16 1990; PPS5 2010; NPPF 2012). 

These changes have increasingly exposed archaeological practice to economic, cultural, 

social and political pressures in addition to the broader societal trends of accountability, 
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cost-effectiveness and performance measurement (see Darvill 1995a, 177). Increased 

formalised measures for assessing performance in terms of impacts upon society, the 

economy, politics and culture, have created a new paradigm focused upon measurable 

positive outputs; and in terms of archaeology, new opportunities and challenges for 

academic, volunteer and commercial sub-sectors.  

 The measurement of impact differs within the three sub-fields of archaeological 

practice, for instance funders within the academic and volunteer sectors have developed 

frameworks specifically to assess the impact of their archaeological research and practice 

(for example, REF 2014; HLF 2008 and 2017). Conversely, unified systems to assess 

impact within developer-funded initiatives are yet to be developed despite the value 

placed upon the 'public benefit' of archaeology and heritage by international bodies such 

as the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) or 

the national planning policy which recognise and endeavour to safeguard the tangible and 

intangible value of archaeological heritage (PPG16 1990; PPS5 2010; NPPF 2012; 

Deacon et al 2004, 1). The validity or indeed accuracy of these varied forms of impact 

assessment have yet to be critiqued in macro and micro terms or in relation to 

geographically specific influences. Consideration of evidence used within impact 

assessments is often undertaken in isolation from the historic and operational contexts of 

archaeological research and practice and this can limit the depth of understanding that 

can be achieved.  

 In response to these issues, this thesis uses a regionally-defined study, focusing on 

the north-east of England between 2005 and 2015, to explore and quantify the variable 

impacts of archaeology experienced by individuals engaged with academic, commercial 

and volunteer sectors through profession or hobby. Within the sub-sectors of 

archaeology impact is approached to variable degrees and within differing parameters (see 

Section 1.6). The impacts of archaeological research are explored through the evaluation 

of both qualitative and quantitative datasets gathered from Historic Environment Records 

(HERs) and 271 primary data sources collected for this research through questionnaires, 

focus groups and interviews with over 121 participants recruited from across the sector 

(summarised in Section 4.2). Analysis of this data provided a snapshot of the impacts 

associated with archaeological research and practice by individuals already engaged in the 

sector as career, academic and/or volunteer archaeologists. This contrasts with existing 

research, which has often collated data through questionnaires, online surveys and the 

internet and concentrates upon public experiences and perceptions of archaeology and 
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heritage attractions (Orange 2012; 2013a; 2013b; Witcher 2010a; 2010b). While public 

experiences and perceptions of archaeology are important for understanding the wider 

impact of archaeology, the selective, predominantly interview-led strategy used in this 

research enabled the collection and analysis of contrasting in-depth qualitative insights 

based upon the experiences of archaeological practitioners. This approach provided an 

opportunity to understand what influences people to engage in archaeology and the 

pathways that enable long-term participation.  

1.2 Background to the Project 

In 2011, the Contemporary and Competing Vistas project, completed as a Historic England 

funded MA by Research, provided a glimpse into the long-term tangible and intangible 

impacts of Professor Rosemary Cramp’s now famous archaeological excavations at the 

Anglo-Saxon monasteries at Wearmouth and Jarrow (see Laidler 2011 and Laidler et al 

2013). The excavations have become strongly embedded in local memory and 

contemporary understanding of the scheduled monasteries. Ian Nicholson, a participant 

of the study stated: 

 

‘My Grandfather […] was able to regale me the stories of the archaeological dig 
that took place here [Wearmouth] under the Professor Cramp […] apparently 
the men from Jail Thompson Shipyard, at lunch time, would come out with their 
bait [lunch] and their enamel tea cans and sit and watch what was going on and 
ask questions. It is quite amazing really, there was an awful lot of interest in what 
was happening’ (Laidler 2011, 96–7).  

 

Archaeology as an event in this locality in the north-east can be seen to have had a 

demonstrable endurance in local memory leading to its continued presence in local 

narratives. The question remains, however, how such diffuse intangible impacts, which 

are often retained in personal undocumented thoughts, can be usefully collated or 

measured. 

 This thesis was inspired separately by personal involvement in a combination of 

academic and developer-led projects that took place during a time of organisational 

change across the sector which resulted in the introduction of targets and assessment 

practices related to measuring impact. In 2013, I assisted with the collection of data to 

evidence the impact of Durham University's Department of Archaeology's work with 

community groups for the Research Excellence Framework (REF) assessment for the 

Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE). This was achieved through 
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the distribution of questionnaires and the implementation of focus groups. Involvement 

in this process highlighted two issues: first that despite the extensive output of Durham 

University's Archaeology Department including its allied unit Archaeological Services, it 

was often problematic to obtain material evidence of the impact of research on 

community related projects. The main impacts were frequently the intangible experiences 

of the wider public and project volunteers which were hard to 'evidence' in measurable 

ways. Secondly, stemming from this point, this work also demonstrated that further 

research could be beneficial in exploring new approaches and methods for the systematic 

identification, measurement and visualisation of the impact of archaeological initiatives, 

whether relating to academic, professional or community initiatives. This was seen to be 

potentially beneficial in a climate in which increasing accountability is demanded of 

archaeology by varied funding agencies and companies (see Section 1.3).  

 As a former contract archaeologist, I had also developed a personal interest in 

discovering the extent to which the wider public are made aware of the research 

conducted through developer-led initiatives. The National Planning Policy Framework 

released in 2012 and revised in 2018, for the purpose of updating the UK planning system 

places an emphasis on the 'public-benefit' of pre-development archaeological 

interventions through ensuring the accessibility of archived evidence and reports (NPPF 

2012 30–1; 2018). Through my own experiences, I had found that access to 

archaeological information generated through construction/developer schemes could be 

variable (see also Bradley 2006, 6–8; Moore 2006, 7-10). The public rarely have physical 

access to archaeological deposits in part due to health and safety constraints and 

disseminated results remain problematic to access for individuals with limited knowledge 

of archaeological research and practice in terms of how reports are archived and stored 

(Ibid.). This is an issue especially relevant to individuals not involved in local societies (see 

Section 7.2). Wider public benefit is very difficult to achieve via any traditional top down 

model of dissemination that involves pathways that are largely limited to the production 

of reports by experts and their release as grey-literature or via publication in specialist 

books and magazines (discussed further in Section 6.2). There are of course other routes 

including volunteer programmes and community collaborations, television and radio and 

popular media, but these are potentially difficult to prioritise for commercial 

archaeological operators due to project time and money constraints. Based on my 

previous work, initial results have shown that the impacts associated with archaeological 

fieldwork, whether academic, community-led or commercial, are extremely varied and 
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require a comprehensive study in light of the current emphasis on the impact of 

archaeological practice and research.   

1.3 Impact and Archaeology 

Impact is demanded and measured across the archaeological sector in diverse ways. For 

academics, ‘impact’ currently refers to the reach and significance of archaeological 

research beyond academia. The emphasis here is on identifying beneficiaries and users of 

archaeological research, and on measuring the significance and reach of the benefits in 

terms of causing positive change to these non-academic groups. This is driven by the 

Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) led Research Excellence 

Framework (REF) that measures the research excellence and impact of all disciplines 

within UK Universities by subject area (Unit of Assessment) and by institution. The term 

impact is also used in reference to academic reach in terms of citation indices such as the 

h-index (see Tab. 1.1). This is a very different kind of measurement, reliant on the reach 

of an academic's work within their discipline or cognate disciplines worldwide and 

measured by how frequently something is cited within other (largely) academic 

publications.  

 In community and commercial sectors 'impact' again means very different things. 

Volunteer projects such as those funded by the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) are 

frequently subject to evaluation by funders and donors and are required to produce 

evidence of the beneficial outcomes that have resulted from the financial investment in 

their projects (HLF 2008; 2017). While academic research is subject to a nationwide 

framework, and as a result of national funders like HLF, community and volunteer 

archaeology also participate in some standardised impact surveys. In commercial 

archaeology there is no single comparative framework; units are answerable to specific 

funders and developers. Impact assessments are often requested within the business 

sector by commercial investors to assess the social, economic and cultural benefit 

obtained from their investment in development initiatives (Bastow et al 2014, 21–2; 

Epstein et al 2014; Parker et al 2012, 43; Smith et al 2011). This, however, appears to be 

largely uncommon request from the developers who pay archaeological units to conduct 

programmes of work prior to development. In contrast, however, national heritage 

agencies including English Heritage, Historic England and the National Trust have an 

extensive history of producing annual reviews that present and reflect upon their outputs 
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in metric and case-study form (for instance see English Heritage 2012; 2014; Historic 

England 2017a; 2018 and National Trust 2016; 2017). 

 This disparate scene in terms of reporting and measuring engagement and impact 

is further compounded by local government initiatives that vary from region to region 

and in terms of longevity and consistency. In the north-east, for example, there have been 

periods during which publically accessible annual reviews and magazines have been 

produced, which highlight key research conducted within various constituencies (for 

example Tyne and Wear Specialist Conservation Team 2011; Durham County Council 

2017 and Northumberland County Council 2011). While these publications were not 

intended as a formalised assessment of impact, they are pathways to dissemination and 

are valuable in capturing evidence in case-study form that showcases the knowledge 

obtained and sometimes the social value created through independent and collaborative 

archaeological initiatives. For instance, the 2011 edition of Archaeology in 

Northumberland reported on the outcomes of Newcastle University's Arts and 

Humanities Research Council (AHRC) funded project Rock Art goes Mobile Project 

(RAMP) (Maxwell et al 2011 4–5). The project aimed to improve visitor experience at 

three rock-art sites in Northumberland, Lordenshaw, Weetwood Moor and Dod Law 

through a purpose-built website accessible via mobile phones using Quick Response 

codes (Ibid.). This project built upon prior research such as the digitisation of Stan 

Beckensall's rock art archive and the Northumberland and Durham Rock Art Pilot 

(NADRAP) which are also reported in the Northumberland Council magazine 

demonstrating the value of these publically available reports to inform and review the 

immediate and long-term outcomes of these initiatives (see Maxwell et al 2011 4–5; 

Barnett 2005, 8–9; 2006, 46; Sharpe 2007, 19; 2008, 48–9; Sharpe 2016, 31). Successive 

reports regarding the latter provide an insight into the outcomes associated with these 

projects yet do not provide in depth qualitative understanding of the tangible and 

intangible impacts experienced by those involved. 

The diversity and lack of consistency across these measurement frameworks 

complicates the challenge of exemplifying impact and quantifying the value of the 

archaeological enterprise in a consistent and comparative way. Table 1.1 provides a 

summary of impact assessments used to assess archaeological sub-sectors or individual 

initiatives and their benefits. These impact assessments often require a combination of 

descriptive case-studies alongside selective metrics.  
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Table 1.1 A comparison of established impact assessments for archaeology in use in the 

United Kingdom 

Impact 

Assessment: 

Remit: Measures: 

 

Arts and 
Humanities 
Research 
Council's  
(AHRC) 
portfolio-based 
impact 
assessment 

To demonstrate the 
impact and value of 
AHRC funded research. 

Quantitative and qualitative data collected through self-
evaluation, case studies and statistics to demonstrate the 
impact and value of AHRC-funded research. Collected 
data contributed to annual impact reviews (see AHRC 
2017). Focus is placed upon economic, social, political 
and research impacts.  

Casework 
surveys:  
conducted by the 
Association of 
Local 
Government 
Archaeological 
Officers 
(ALGAO) 

To demonstrate the role 
of local government 
archaeological and 
environment services.  

Casework surveys that portray the scope of local 
government services in the UK for instance Survey of 
Staffing and casework survey 1997-2003 (ALGAO 2003) 
and Professional Skills in Local Authority Archaeological Services 
(ALGAO 2013). Focus was placed upon social, 
environmental, cultural and economic impacts. 

Charity 
Commission 
Reports  

The charity commission 
register and regulate 
charities in England and 
Wales and encourages 
charities to have greater 
transparency through the 
publication of financial 
accounts that disclose 
income and expenditure.  

The remit of the Charity Commission is not to use 
metrics from charities annual reviews to demonstrate 
impact however these reports do provide an insight into 
economic trends. Annual reviews can be used to explore 
impact through the evaluation of financial data associated 
with income, spending and the disclosure of the number 
of employees and volunteers associated with the 
registered charity (see GovUK 2018) 

Corporate Social 
Responsibility 
(CSR) and 
internal business 
reviews 

An internal assessment 
conducted to assess 
whether the outputs of a 
company reflect the 
moral code it adopts.  

This depends upon the company who initiates the study, 
for instance if public outreach is high priority for a 
charity or company an assessment will be developed to 
measure the scope of engagement exercises. Oxford 
Archaeology for example creates case-studies that 
demonstrate the achievement of their outreach goals. 
Focus is often placed upon social, environmental and 
economic impacts (For examples see Oxford 
Archaeology 2015; 2016; 2017). 

The h-index  To measure the 
cumulative impact and 
relevance of research.    

Assesses impact in terms of the quantification of citation 
metrics associated with publication (see Hirsch 2005) 

Heritage Counts 
and annual 
assessments: 
conducted by 
English 
Heritage/ 
Historic England 

Annual assessment of 
heritage assets in the UK.  

Collation of regional metrics and case-studies to assess 
the value of heritage. In addition to an annual assessment 
associated with a chosen theme using metrics and 
qualitative examples. For instance, in 2014 they assessed 
the value and impact of heritage (English Heritage 2014). 
Focus is placed upon social, environmental and 
economic impacts (For examples see Historic England 
2016; 2017a; 2018) 

Heritage Lottery 
Fund (HLF):  
Funder of 

Individual project 
evaluations are 
conducted to 

Metrics of the scale and scope of projects, demographics 
of participant involvement, media outlets in addition to 
qualitative feedback on the benefits experienced by those 
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heritage projects 
that encourage 
community 
cohesion and 
have an enduring 
societal impact. 

demonstrate the value of 
investment to donors 
and encourage further 
donations.  

who were involved. Focus is placed upon social, 
environmental and economic impacts (for examples 
see HLF 2008 and HLF 2017) 
 

Higher 
Education 
Business and 
Community 
Interaction 
Survey 
(HEBCIS) 

Collects data to gain an 
understanding of the 
relationship between 
higher education 
providers, businesses and 
the wider community in 
the UK. 

Data collected from UK educational providers to assess 
metrics and demonstrate the interaction between 
different organisations and the academic community (see 
HESA 2017). 

Leverhulme 
Trust's Annual 
Review and the 
Philip 
Leverhulme 
Prize 

Annual review focused 
on the research and 
initiatives funded by the 
trust including case 
studies that demonstrate 
the impacts associated 
with funded research.  

Quantitative and qualitative data are collected to 
demonstrate the Trust's impact. For example quantitative 
data such as the number of grants awarded, institutions 
funded and distribution of funds metrics are used in 
annual reviews to demonstrate the impact of the trust 
(Leverhulme 2017, 13-15). Qualitative data is used to 
demonstrate impact in the form of case studies that 
report the impacts associated with funded research (Ibid., 
18-79). In addition the Philip Leverhulme prize is 
awarded to researchers whose initiatives demonstrate 
'significant international impact' (Leverhulme 2017, 11). 
The annual review focuses include social, cultural, 
economic, environmental and socio-political impacts.  

Local 
Government 
Performance 
Reviews 

Annual summary of 
archaeology events 
associated with local 
government archaeology 
teams.  

For example, Tyne and Wear's Specialist Conservation 
team produce annual reports to review their performance 
providing descriptions of archaeological schemes, 
consultation metrics and budget data. These focus on the 
social, cultural and economic impacts. (For example 
see  
Tyne and Wear Specialist Conservation Team 2008; 
2011; Tees Archaeology 2018) 

National Trust 
Impact reports  

Annual assessment of the 
impact of the National 
Trust charity. 

For instance, an impact review for 2015/16 was created 
using summary case-studies and quantitative data such as 
financial metrics. These focus on social, environmental 
and economical impacts. (For example see National 
Trust 2016; National Trust 2017) 

Research 
Excellence 
Framework 
(REF): The 
Higher 
Education 
Funding Council 
for England’s 
(HEFCE) 
assessment of 
the impacts of 
research funding.  

To assess case-studies 
which demonstrate the 
wider impacts of 
government financed 
research conducted by 
universities.  

The assessment of impact case-studies to gain insights 
into the social, environmental and economic benefits, 
changes (REF2014) 

Social Return on 
Investment scale 
(SROI) 

Framework designed to 
obtain consistent 
feedback of the impacts 
of investment within UK 
government and 

Provides a monetary value for the impacts of investment. 
For instance, for every £1 of investment an organisation 
may create £3 in terms of social value. Social value is 
often determined from questionnaire responses to 
determine economic value (The SROI Network 2012) 
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charities. 
 

The assessments outlined in Table 1.1 are either designed to demonstrate the 

effectiveness of an initiative to the organisation to which the archaeological unit or group 

is accountable, or they are components of internal review frameworks. For example 

English Heritage/Historic England and the National Trust are accountable to the public 

who finance their initiatives through direct and indirect contributions obtained from 

visitor fees and the public purse. The assessments used by the Association of Local 

Government Archaeological Officers (ALGAO) ensure that the relevance of local 

government archaeological sections are recognised, as it is not statutory in the UK for 

councils to employ archaeologists to manage and maintain the historic record. REF, the 

h-index model and the Higher Education Business and Community Interaction Survey 

(HEBCIS) encourage the collection of data that can be used to assess the relevance and 

impact of academic research outputs in non-academic sectors. HEBCIS was conducted 

by the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) which predominantly collects 

quantitative metrics from UK Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) to inform policy 

development, spending reviews, benchmarking and funding decisions (HESA 2017). The 

h-index model involves the collection of citation metrics in a bid to assess the relevance 

of research publications through use (Hirsch 2005). The Research Council (RCUK) a 

non-departmental public body and the Higher Education Funding Council for England 

(HEFCE), unified in 2018 to form United Kingdom Research and Innovation (UKRI) 

use data collected from various assessments, including impact evaluations, to determine 

research priorities and inform the investment of public funds into research through 

quality-related (QR) research grants (UKRI 2018, 22-3). In particular, QR funding is 

directly informed by REF assessments of societal, economic and public outcomes (Ibid., 

23). In contrast, the Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and Social Return on 

Investment (SROI) models are often referred to within self-assessments of charities or 

commercial organisations rather than external prompts as it is within academia and 

volunteer-led evaluations. If we dig deeper into these frameworks (Tab. 1.1), the fractures, 

between what constitutes impact and how evidence is collected in relation to different 

archaeological sectors, become all too apparent. 

 While there are no formal impact assessments for developer-led archaeology it is 

not immune from external pressures of accountability and public responsibility. The 

inclusion of the historic environment within current UK planning framework ensures that 

sustainable development must include mitigation strategies to address heritage and 
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archaeology concerns. The National Planning Policy Framework emphasises the public 

benefit of archaeology as a positive contribution towards sustainable development, the 

economic vitality of a locality and its population:  

 

‘126. […] the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental 
benefits that conservation of the historic environment can bring’  
 

and  
 
‘131. […] the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets 
can make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality’  

(NPPF 2012, 30–1).  
 

While local government authorities also produce annual reviews that report the number 

of initiatives they have been engaged with and budget data (for example Tyne and Wear 

2011), there remains no national framework for the assessment of the social, cultural and 

environmental impact of commercial initiatives. Larger commercial units in the UK have, 

however, instigated their own assessments based loosely on the SROI model. For 

instance, Oxford Archaeology Trust produces an annual yearly assessment called In Touch 

where they outline the successes of the company upon society, culture and economy (for 

example Oxford Archaeology 2015; 2016; 2017). In Issue 43 for instance, John C Barrett 

discusses how Oxford Archaeology can endeavour to maximise public benefit through 

developer-funded schemes and a summary of the unit's public and community initiatives 

from the previous year is outlined (Barrett 2017, 4–5; Oxford Archaeology 2017, 21–2 

and 28–9). This magazine provides evidence of commercial consciousness in relation to 

public benefit and a desire to obtain positive impact from archaeological work. It also 

demonstrates that the values expressed in NPPF are being embedded into commercial 

practice by some larger units. One might, therefore, characterise this as a ground-up 

move to broaden commercial archaeology from its traditional responsive, rescue-based 

status.  

 In contrast, emphasis on non-academic engagement and its measurement has 

been driven by changes in the Research Excellence Assessment, now replaced by the 

Research Excellence Framework (REF). Impact assessment was introduced into the 

existing evaluation system in 2014, to provide a mechanism geared to encourage academic 

accountability through the measurement of the social, economic and cultural impacts of 

funded academic research. The introduction of REF impact assessments as a tool to 

assign research funding correlates with an increased negativity directed towards arts, 
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humanities and social sciences in UK institutions; an issue also currently experienced in 

America where budgets have been progressively reduced for some non-Science 

Technology Economy and Maths (STEM)-based subjects (American Academy of Arts 

and Sciences 2014; Preston 2015). Increased accountability and responsibility for 

spending is linked to the UKs period of austerity and the then Conservative-Liberal 

Democrat coalition Government's drive for a 'Big Society' to fix a 'Broken Britain': with 

greater localised powers manifested in the Localism Act to decentralise and develop 

decision-making from central government into the control of local communities (Bulley 

and Sokhi-Bulley 2014; Lister 2015; Localism Act 2011). This greater sense of public 

power places an emphasis on academic accountability to the tax-payers who contribute to 

the public purse that invests in University led-research. This is the climate that has led to 

the development of greater evaluative measures of the social and economic benefits of 

funded research.  

 A central issue for disciplines within the Arts and Humanities and Social Sciences 

is the difficulty of demonstrating impact. The evidence of social and cultural impacts is 

often diffuse, indirect and problematic to capture, often represented by ‘waves of 

superficial commentaries and evaluations’ (Bastow et al 2014, 2). These can feed a 

perception of weak impact and provide the impression that Arts and Humanities and 

Social Science research has low scalability because until REF2014, contemporary 

academic agendas primarily valued outputs that feed into external business and economic 

endeavours over softer societal impacts (Ibid.). This has profound implications for 

archaeology as a discipline if we remain unsure of how academic innovation feeds into 

and affects commercial or volunteer sectors (see Bradley 2006 and Carman 1996, 19), and 

the extent to which volunteer and developer-led projects engage and depend upon 

academic archaeology (see Haselgrove et al 2007, 3; Moore 2006 see also, Section 8.3).  

 Such broader top-down pressures extend to changes within commercial and 

national organisations. The economic uncertainty prompted by the international financial 

crisis of 2008, and now Britain’s decision to leave the European Union, are both factors 

that have provoked change in impact assessment practices and heightened emphasis on 

societal impact. In a climate where the likelihood of reduced funding and investment 

loom large, impact evaluations can inform and assist in prioritising investment in 

initiatives. Since the 2008 financial crisis and the introduction of austerity measures in 

2010, there has been a reduction in local council budgets and public services. Specifically, 

the cuts have affected some County Archaeological Services including Lancashire where 
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the HER has been maintained since 2016 by volunteers rather than heritage specialists 

(Heritage Gateway 2017; Historic England 2017b, 3–5; Vaizey 2014 see also Rescue 2014 

and Geary 2013, 127). As cuts to funding increase, there is a need for archaeologists to 

demonstrate the positive impacts of all forms of archaeology and heritage to both private 

and public investors, and in societal terms, to ensure continued statutory protection of the 

historic environment in planning policy and budgetary decisions and funding for all 

heritage and archaeological services. To be able to fully understand the value of funding 

local government archaeologists it is imperative that their value is fully assessed within a 

regional context. In 2016, Historic England commissioned a survey to assess the impact 

of budgetary cuts to local government heritage services in southwest England upon 

service users (Historic England 2017b). While users of HER services highlighted 

concerns that cuts were leading to resource pressures such as limited access to 

experienced staff which caused delays, and in some cases a decline in the quality of the 

assistance that could be provided, overall this research produced evidence of a high 

satisfaction level despite budgetary reductions (Ibid., 23). Surveys can provide a valuable 

insight into satisfaction levels associated with HER services however, in this case the 

survey poorly evidenced staff experience of the budgetary cuts and their effect on the 

time available for tasks such as updating the historical environment record, hosting work 

experience placements and involvement in outreach (see interviews: IN104, IN106, 

IN107, IN108, IN109 and IN111 located in the appendix). This, therefore, limits our 

understanding of 'on the job' challenges faced by employees and fails to highlight issues 

such as the reduction in capacity for outreach and educational initiatives (Ibid.) 

 We have seen in brief here that impact assessments are a nebulous construct, 

varied even within a single sector and influenced by external political and economic 

factors. They enable companies or sector stakeholders to prioritise the value of a venture 

against the artificial criteria generated by current agendas. The opportunities for 

manipulation to achieve external goals are extensive and the different frameworks serve 

different priorities and drivers. It is difficult to draw direct comparisons between the 

impacts produced between rescue and research initiatives because they work within 

contrasting operational contexts (Section 1.5). Any form of dissemination or outreach 

associated with rescue initiatives, particularly developer-led, are perceived to be an add-on 

to the primary rescue-based goals, whereas social benefits are more frequently demanded 

as a central component claimed by research archaeology. Arguably, this lack of 

consistency in terms of direction, could, in the long run prove very damaging for 
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archaeology as UK discipline, be it commercial or academic. No study has yet been 

undertaken into how archaeological research and practice are responding to these external 

circumstances and pressures, although there are an increasing number of publications that 

discuss impact assessments in general (see Avidson et al 2014; Bastow et al 2014; Epstein 

et al 2014; Maas et al 2010; Martin 2011; Smith et al 2011). While being able to recognise 

and demonstrate impact is a challenge relevant to academic, commercial and volunteer-

based archaeology, the different sectors are currently working to different agendas. As we 

will see in this thesis, however, synergies between the sub-sectors of archaeology are 

increasingly evident through collaborative research initiatives, and there is scope to 

solidify these partnerships and increase the overall impact of archaeological research. In 

the current climate a common voice supporting the value of the discipline in societal 

terms is becoming increasingly crucial, but there is some way to go before a unified voice 

can be achieved.  

1.4 Aims, Objectives and Questions 

In light of these pressures and the resulting burgeoning of impact measurement, the need 

for archaeological sectors to demonstrate impact and the rise in financial challenges for 

the discipline as a whole, this thesis sets out to explore what impact means for all 

archaeological sectors across the north-east of England. The intention is not to add to the 

‘waves of superficial commentaries’, but to critically investigate the contemporary outputs 

of archaeological enquiry and the evidence that can be gathered for their subsequent 

direct and diffuse impacts (Bastow et al 2014, 2). As part of this programme of work, it 

has been important to assess how producers of archaeological information in the region, 

including volunteers, academics and career archaeologists, perceive impact. The quantity 

and nature of all outputs from archaeological sectors are explored and the range of 

pathways that have developed or serendipitously arisen are also critically assessed. This 

thesis also interrogates the importance of funding in archaeological research in the north-

east of England, providing a snapshot of the effects of withdrawing investment from 

archaeological departments, organisations and sectors. Finally, through comparative 

quantification and assessment, this thesis also evaluates the validity of impact studies 

within current archaeological discourse, and provides a series of recommendations for the 

benefit of future assessment regimes and ways of improving the impact of archaeological 

research in the region and beyond. Thus in sum, the aims are: 
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• To identify and evaluate the relationship between archaeological enterprises and 
evaluative assessments used to assess impact, as part of developer-led, volunteer 
and academic initiatives and to scrutinise the existing frameworks and assessment 
measures in how they capture and measure evidence of impacts associated with 
archaeological initiatives.  

 
• To collate and assess the full nature of archaeological work and outputs within 

the north-east of England between 2005 and 2015 undertaken and produced by 
archaeological practitioners of all kinds and to capture evidence for the 
intentional and unintentional pathways that resulted and led to impact.  

 
• To evaluate the tangible and intangible impacts associated with this 

archaeological research and to place these findings within their historical and 
geographical context. 

 
• To evaluate the comparative success of academic and developer-led archaeology 

in terms of public engagement and impact in relation to historical and 
geographical contexts. 

 
• To evaluate the role of local societies, groups and public initiatives as facilitators 

for archaeological research and public engagement and assess the success of 
these initiatives in terms of impact. 

 

• To reflect on the successes of academic and development-led archaeology and 
the roles of local societies and groups and public initiatives and envision new 
pathways aimed at unifying and furthering the impact of the discipline.  

 
• To provide recommendations on increasing the positive impacts of 

archaeological projects, but also on improving measurement protocols and 
assessment frameworks. 

 

Several objectives were identified and developed at the outset in relation to these aims 

that directly informed the methods used in the project: 

 

• The collation, mapping and analysis of the scope of the archaeological 
investigation in the region since 2005, using existing datasets such as Historical 
Environment Records (HER), grey literature and publications.  
 

• Data elicitation from chosen case-study organisations (commercial units, 
universities, community groups and heritage agencies), by means of interviews, 
focus group sessions and questionnaires, to capture and identify (i) perceptions of 
impact, (ii) evidence of impact pathways, (iii) information on impact recording 
methods, and (iv) information on perceived successes and failures of public 
engagement exercises.  
 

• Analysis of datasets to assess the diverse tangible and intangible impacts that are 
associated with rescue and research-led archaeology to identify (i) the kinds of 
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intangible benefits which at present are not expressed in existing documentation 
(ii) the relative success of different impact pathways (iii) and the value of varied 
data collection methods as tools for capturing, measuring and evaluating the 
social impact of archaeology.  

 
• Evaluate the ethics and consequences of using impact assessments as justification 

for archaeological interventions and assess how impact assessments are changing 
the orientation of project funding.  
 

• Develop recommendations for the use of impact evaluations within 
archaeological processes across all sub-sets of the sector.   

 

The above aims and objectives evolved during the course of this research. They were 

honed in relation to an extensive literature review and changed again in response to an 

initial pilot project (see Chapters 2–3). 

1.5 Temporal and Geographic Scope 

This project primarily, but not exclusively, examines the impact of archaeological 

initiatives that took place between 2005 and 2015. This epoch covers a decade of 

extensive policy, economic and cultural changes that have had a demonstrable effect 

upon archaeological processes in the United Kingdom. Planning Policy Statement 5 

replaced Planning Policy Guidance 16 in the wake of the 2008 recession after two 

decades of service (see PPG16 1990 and PPS5 2010). In 2012 further revision led to the 

implementation of the current National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2012 revised 

in 2018). These policy changes are arguably a reflection of concerns generated out of a 

time of economic uncertainty during which the construction industry came under 

particular financial pressures. Following a period of relative financial security, the 2008 

recession sparked a cycle of turbulence and austerity measures that extended far beyond 

the end of the financial upheaval in 2011 (Shostak and Houghton 2008). As a sub-

contractor of construction schemes, developer-led archaeology was heavily affected by 

the recession which resulted in a dramatic decline in new developments followed by a 

subsequent push for new housing to address housing shortages (Ibid.). Heritage and 

academic initiatives were affected by these events due to an increased pressure to 

demonstrate the value of investment in the profession. The thesis thus embarks on an in-

depth analysis of contract work, community-led field research and academic endeavours 

that took place during this time period (see Chapter 4). A flexible approach to the 

chronological frame is adopted, however, to capitalise on the evidence for longer-term 

impacts and trends that featured in the 2005-15 data collection. On occasion the 
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influence and impact stemming from archaeological activity from earlier eras is 

referenced and is used here to exemplify and explore the long-term impact of individual 

projects upon local people and places and their influence on the development of local 

identities, knowledge and understanding.  

The geographical scope of the projects is north-east England and this includes 

County Durham and Northumberland and the ceremonial counties of Teesside and Tyne 

and Wear but the study does not extend south to Yorkshire. The contemporary county 

boundaries are utilised in this project to ensure that the data collected has a close affinity 

with the current Historical Environment Record offices that operate separate county 

databases for each area, with the exception of Teesside which has separate databases for 

Stockton-On-Tees and Hartlepool since Redcar and Cleveland and Middlesbrough 

Councils withdrew funding to the principle HER service at Tees Archaeology in 2012/13 

(Tees Archaeology 2018). Northumberland National Park is a separate planning authority 

however historical environment records associated with this area are incorporated into 

HER database for Northumberland. 

 A buffer zone of ten miles around the region was created in order to incorporate 

some flexibility in the geographical parameters for case-studies. This allowed the 

inclusion of some major infrastructure schemes and long term community projects that 

occurred just beyond the primary geographical scope (for example, the Altogether 

Archaeology LIDAR surveys, see Ainsworth 2016). Yorkshire, is frequently included in 

studies about the north-east of England, for example the county is part of the Council 

for British Archaeology’s north-east regional group, but Yorkshire was not incorporated 

into the scope of this project because it is not included in English Heritage and Historic 

England's boundaries for the north-east or census data collected by the Office of 

National Statistics. It was important to maintain these boundaries in order to utilise data 

generated from their systematic regional study ‘Heritage Counts’ (for example Historic 

England 2016 and English Heritage 2014).  

 The north-east of England is host to a vast array of heritage projects, yet only 5 

out of 70 Chartered Institute for Archaeologists (CIfA), registered organisations have 

offices based in this region (CIfA 2015, 33). The region is also host to two World 

Heritage Sites (WHS), Durham Cathedral and Hadrian’s Wall, which form 7.7% of the 

United Kingdom's 26 WHS assets (UNESCO 2018, url). There are also 1,390 Scheduled 

Monuments and 12,264 listed buildings, comprising 7% and 3% of the nation’s total and 

64 accredited Museums (English Heritage 2014, url). The region was recorded in the 
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2011 census with a population of 2.6 million people (ONS 2012). Despite the extensive 

array of archaeological resources there has been no in-depth analysis of the impact of 

archaeological interventions in this region or regional archaeological research. This thesis 

seeks to redress this and conduct a regional and in-depth study for comparison with the 

more generalised national view: a regional study can offer a more nuanced understanding 

of local perspectives, experiences and issues and how these relate to broader national 

trends.  

 

Figure 1.1 Map depicting the geographical focus of this research  

 
© Crown copyright and database rights [2018] Ordnance Survey (100025252) Edina supplied service, 

for educational use only. 

 

As the primary aim of this research is to study contemporary perceptions of the impact 

of archaeological research, the use of modern district boundaries is acceptable and even 

useful, as they map onto the organisation of local government (Figs. 1.1 and 1.2). The 
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North Sea forms a physical boundary along the eastern extent of all administrative 

counties included in this thesis. To the west, county boundaries are constructed along the 

North Pennine ridge, Cumbrian Fells and Cheviot Hills. The boundaries in the west 

form an administrative border which separates the north-east from Cumbria and 

Richmondshire, the northern most extent of Yorkshire. County Durham covers an area 

of 2232.57 km2. The latest census recorded a population of c.513200 people (in the 2011 

Census, ONS 2012). The north and south boundaries of County Durham have been 

altered by the creation of Tyne and Wear and Cleveland as independent administrative 

counties in 1974 as the direct result of the Local Government Act 1972 (Government 

UK 1972, url).  

 

Figure 1.2 Map depicting the geographical focus of this research  

 
 © Crown copyright and database rights [2018] Ordnance Survey (100025252) Edina supplied 
service, for educational use only.  
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Despite the heavy industrialisation in parts of the region in the late 18th, 19th and 20th 

centuries, contemporary Durham is predominantly a rural county. County Durham also 

includes the district of Darlington which lies to the south of the main county and has a 

population of c.105600 people and an area of 195.62 km2 (ONS 2012). The northern 

boundary of Northumberland extends along the Scottish-English Border. The southern 

extent of the county meets the political border of Tyne and Wear and the traditional 

boundary of County Durham. Northumberland has an area of 5076.4 km2 and a 

recorded population of c.316000 people in the 2011 census (ONS 2012). Both Tyne and 

Wear and Teesside are ceremonial counties formed for local governance. Tyne and Wear 

includes the administrative districts of Newcastle, Gateshead, North Tyneside, South 

Tyneside and Sunderland. It covers an area of 549 km2 and had a population of c.110480 

people as recorded in the 2011 Census (ONS 2012). It is characteristically urban which 

provides additional contrast to some of the more rural areas under scrutiny. The 

administrative county of Cleveland was also created in 1974. It is formed from the 

southern extent of County Durham and the northern most extent of North Yorkshire. 

The county includes the districts of Hartlepool, Stockton-on-Tees, Middlesbrough, 

Redcar and Cleveland. Cleveland Council was abolished in 1996 and divided into four 

separate unitary authorities. For the purpose of this thesis, these four unitary authorities 

are referred to as Teesside.  In 2011, Teesside had a population of c.557200 people over 

an area of 616.4 km2 (ONS 2012).  

1.6 Definitions  

Archaeology is a diverse discipline operating in a variety of sub-sectors and as a 

consequence a variety of terminologies are employed here which have shared meanings. 

It is necessary, therefore, to set out from the outset, the terms and definitions used in the 

chapters that follow. In the literal sense, the term archaeology means the ‘scientific study 

of the past’ (see Drewett 2004, 1; Holtorf 2012, 100). In this thesis 'archaeology' is used 

to describe the study of the past through engagement with tangible remains of past 

events. This thesis focuses upon archaeological practice and research as it operates in the 

north-east of England. Archaeological practice and research are sub-sectors of the wider 

archaeological discipline and predominantly produce and use knowledge obtained 

through fieldwork. Archaeological research is defined here as the systematic study of 

archaeological evidence to contribute to human knowledge about the past. 

Archaeological practice is defined here as the processes and pathways that enable people 
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to conduct research and engage in archaeology through desk-based assessments (DBAs), 

artefact studies, metal detecting; non-invasive topographic, geophysical and building 

survey; and evasive coring, test pits, evaluations, excavations and engagement 

opportunities (cf. HER Event Catalogue). This thesis places focus upon these subsectors 

because they are integral facilitators to the social, economic and cultural outputs valued 

within existing impact assessments (Section 1.3).  

 This thesis presents a social science-based exploration. As Chapter 3 details, a 

reflexive social science approach was adopted and this led to research being built around 

themes that were discussed by participants. Therefore, additional subsectors associated 

with archaeology such as museums and popular culture are referred to within this thesis, 

but not extensively discussed because they were not central themes within participant 

responses. Museums that curate material remains and social history require a tailored 

impact assessment of their own which is beyond the scope of the research presented 

here. Topics associated with archaeological research and practice such as metal detecting 

and engagement through social media were infrequently discussed by participants and 

therefore discussions on these topics is limited within this thesis despite the importance 

placed upon these processes as pathways for engagement (Stine and Shumate 2015). 

However, these imbalances and absences, which themselves inform on public knowledge 

and engagement with archaeology, are critically explored at the end of this thesis 

(Chapter 9).  

 This research predominantly focuses on the perceptions of academics, volunteers 

and career archaeologists in the north-east. Extensive literature has tried to define these 

different sectors and explore the tensions created between academic and commercial 

sectors by their different values, goals and approaches (see Cooper 1995, 82; Bradley 

2006; Matthews 2004, 2-3). Individuals reinforce these socially constructed divides by 

ascribing their role in the sector: for example as a ‘career’, ‘academic’, ‘student’ or 

‘volunteer’ archaeologist (Ibid.). Such rigid definitions of position are not always helpful 

because an individual can act in multiple roles, for instance a career archaeologist that 

trains students or volunteers on a research excavations e.g. delivery of training by 

Archaeological Services Durham University at Binchester field school (2009-2017). The 

Binchester project has also enabled volunteers to contribute to academic research and 

there are similar events in developer-led initiatives where co-production is enabled by 

facilitating broader participation (see Section 4.4.2). While individual roles and personal 

perceptions of them can be fluid, it is still important for this thesis to define the different 
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sectors under scrutiny and the terminologies used to reference them. Figure 1.3 presents 

a simplified overview of the sector divisions discussed in this thesis and the overlaps. 

The classifications that have been added indicate whether a sector project worked 

independently (Classification 1), in collaboration with a second sector (Classification 2) 

or as an integrated cross-sector project combining all three elements (Classification 3). 

Individuals involved in this research work in relation to one of these three central sectors 

with the exception of non-archaeological contractors.  

 

Figure. 1.3 Project Classifications of Archaeological Initiatives 

 
 

Contract archaeology is also known as developer-led, commercial, professional and 

reactive (Everill 2009, 3). Within this thesis the terms developer-led and career 
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archaeology are used. The term ‘professional’ archaeology is avoided due to associated 

antonyms, which include ‘amateur’, a value-loaded term that inadvertently de-values the 

quality   of contributions to archaeological research conducted by individuals not 

associated with a university or commercial field unit. Contract or developer-led 

archaeology is the term that is used for field units, consultants and specialists who work 

within the archaeological profession on a contractual basis. Field units are defined as 

companies that conduct archaeological fieldwork as a result of a competitive tendering 

process. Consultants are perceived to work either independently or within larger, often 

global companies, providing advice on planning policy in association with other advisors 

who provide assistance on other aspects of the construction industry. Specialists are 

defined as individuals or companies that provide a niche service or specialism in 

archaeological research such as pottery identification, conservation and building survey. 

 Contract archaeology emerged in England from the ‘rescue archaeology’ era of 

the 1960s-1980s. Rescue archaeology was a reaction to post-war developer-led threats to 

archaeological resources and involved securing public sector funds to finance research on 

archaeology under direct risk (see Section 4.2 and Fitzpatrick 2009). Due to a developing 

demand for archaeological contractors many ‘units’ were established in association with 

academic institutions and councils. Subsequently, archaeological units have progressively 

become independent from these hosts. Independent companies have become well 

established and range in scale from having one permanent employee to a broad network 

of satellite offices (see Aitchison et al 2013a). This scene was transformed with the launch 

of Planning Policy Guidance 16 in 1990 which was underpinned by the ‘polluter pays’ 

principal and provided a source of relative financial stability to the profession (Moore 

2006, 1).  This facilitated the formulisation and expansion of the commercial sector from 

an ad-hoc grant dependent industry to a profession that is integral within the planning 

process. Contract units undertake various archaeological tasks such as desk-based 

assessment, surveys, excavations and evaluations. Contemporary units are often 

employed to provide training for volunteer groups and academic institutions, but the 

main source of funding still derives from developer-led initiatives.  

 Academic or research-driven archaeology is usually carried out in affiliation with 

universities, colleges or museums. Similar to contract archaeology, academics often 

branch out and collaborate with community/volunteer archaeology. This involves 

delivering training in field techniques, providing lecture series and offering guest lectures 

at community groups. Academic and contract archaeology are often described as having 
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a divide between them which is rarely bridged (see also Carman 1995, 19). Academic 

archaeology is responsible for the production of archaeological theoretical paradigms 

that have influenced the way that archaeological sites are studied and undertaken today, 

yet the scale and scope of academic research in a contemporary and local sense is often 

outweighed by the extent of research conducted by contract field units (see Chapter 4). 

Developer-led archaeology can be considered to be research-based due to the 

incorporation of research objectives derived from research frameworks such as the 

North East Research Regional Framework (NERRF) within initiative objectives  (see 

Petts and Gerard 2006). This trend differs notably with pre-PPG16 initiatives that were 

often driven by academic protagonists and ‘rescue’ organisations with the aim of 

preserving archaeological sites by record before demolition through development (see 

Birley 1958; Clack and Gosling 1976; Harbottle 1974; Lowther et al 1993; Marsden 1971). 

Academic research in the north-east now encompasses local, regional, national and 

international initiatives. This contrasts with an earlier focus on regional research centred 

on important sites and monuments such as Vindolanda, Hadrian’s Wall and Wearmouth 

and Jarrow (Bishop and Dore 1988; Birley 1958; Breeze and Dobson 1976; and Cramp 

2005). 

Volunteer archaeology is the term that will be used in this thesis instead of 

community or public archaeology. The latter terms have been critiqued as all 

encompassing terms that represent any audiences who are not archaeologists, despite the 

diversity of audiences these terminologies are used to signify (Merriman 2004; Simpson 

2010, 1-9). For instance, archaeologist Faye Simpson described community archaeology 

as the ‘engagement of community with their local archaeology’ which is ‘usually 

geographically determined’ and highlighted the risk of misuse of the term ‘community’ 

within projects that only engage with a specific type of community: ‘people who are 

interested in experiencing archaeology’ (Simpson 2010, 1-9). Community archaeology 

often engages many communities and publics and many people who are members of 

multiple independent and interdependent communities. Due to the ambiguity inherent 

within these terms; the term ‘volunteer’ will be implemented instead. The term 

‘volunteer’ will be used to represent individuals who actively contribute to archaeological 

research without receiving payment. Increasingly archaeological societies in the north-

east are leading fieldwork projects, actively facilitating volunteer contribution within 

research. This is a different process from initiatives that ‘engage communities’ a phrase 

used for initiatives conducted by academics, societies and career archaeologists that offer 
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volunteers varied levels of exposure and involvement with archaeological research and 

practice but do not overtly facilitate co-production. Both public and community 

archaeology are often treated as new facets of the modern archaeological sectors, 

however this is not the case. The systematic study of archaeological evidence resulted 

from private interests which frequently led to the formation of ‘voluntary’ cohorts of 

people who met regularly to discuss archaeology and often conduct their own research 

projects. The first archaeological projects and archaeological groups were volunteer-

based long before archaeology became a topic in its own right (see Section 4.2.1).  

Figure 1.4 provides a broad categorisation of participants involved in this 

research. Volunteers formed the largest participant group representing 47 (38.8%) of the 

121 individuals. A total of 34 (28%) participants were associated with academic pursuit as 

a member of staff or student. Participants associated with developer-led archaeology 

through commercial enterprises, consultancies, contractor agencies and local government 

represented 31 (25.6%) of the sample. A total of 9 (7.4%) participants were connected 

with archaeology through their work in heritage, museums and libraries.  

 

Figure. 1.4 Sub-sectors associated with participants 

 
 

The term impact is defined as the consequence of archaeological research and practice 

upon individuals who are engaged in the subject. Contrasting definitions of impact exist, 

for example the Economic and Social Research Council and Research Council (ESRC) 

define impact as: 
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 ‘The demonstrable contribution that excellent research makes to society 
and the economy’ (ESRC 2014 URL) 
 

and 
 

‘The demonstrable contribution that excellent research makes to academic 
advances, across and within disciplines, including significant advances in 
understanding methods, theory and application,’ (ESRC 2014 URL) 

 

The measurement of social impact is often ambiguous and problematic (see Maas and 

Liket 2010, 447; Bastow et al 2014, 2). The key principle in these definitions is that 

impact must have a demonstrable effect. To achieve this, the effect must be measurable 

in quantifiable terms (see REF 2014). Impact assessments must therefore endeavour to 

make the intangible a tangible and demonstrable form of evidence for the verification of its 

existence. The problem is that intangible expressions are difficult to exemplify and 

measure the magnitude of impact.  

 Within this research the perceived and captured impact of archaeological research 

and practice in the region is demonstrated via narratives transcribed from interview and 

focus group audio recordings in addition to metrics collected from HER data requests. 

The danger of using narratives to demonstrate impact is that these represent descriptive 

opinion-based testimonies rather than objective metric-based measures. Endeavours to 

avoid this are made here by ensuring a high level of critical analysis within the 

interpretation of these narratives.  

 Within this thesis three dominant impacts are referred to, particularly in relation 

to the findings associated with existing impact assessments, whether social, economic 

and cultural. Social impact is defined here as the benefits, changes and effects which 

impact people’s personal or community life. Social or rather intangible value is defined 

here as the meanings and perspectives that people attribute to archaeological remains 

(see also Deacon 2004, 10). Economic impact is defined here as the effects and changes 

upon revenue and investment in relation to archaeological research. Investments and 

economic outputs are perceived to be either financial or in-kind in terms of time, access 

to equipment and resources and so on, whereas cultural impact is a term used to describe 

the positive and potentially negative impacts associated with archaeology that effect 

human knowledge, skills and understanding (see Bastow et al 2014 and Epstein et al 

2014). In addition, impact must be considered in terms of sustainability and longevity. In 

this thesis sustainable impact is defined as the endurance of positive outcomes of an 

archaeological initiative after project completion. For instance, archaeological initiatives 
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can have an immediate impact during the course of the project, however, it is the view 

here that impacts that cause long-term positive change should have higher value placed 

upon them than instant, but often shallow and short-term impacts. The applicability of 

these definitions within an archaeological sense is discussed further in Chapter 8. 

1.7 Organisation of the Thesis 

With these definitions in mind, chapters 1, 2 and 3 provide the framework for this project 

by contextualising the relationship between archaeology and impact assessments. 

Exploration of existing literature in Chapter 2 informed the aims and objectives of this 

research, the pilot study and the methodological approach used for subsequent data 

collection. The insights gained from existing literature directly shaped the trajectory of the 

research presented in this thesis. Chapter 3 outlines the methods that were used to source 

both primary and secondary qualitative and quantitative datasets. The evaluation of the 

pilot study outlined in Section 3.2 informed an improved methodological approach which 

is set out in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 and 5 present a broad contextual overview of the 

development of archaeology in the north-east and geographical and quantifiable insights 

into the discipline's impact in the region. Chapter 4 provides a contextual assessment of 

'archaeologies' of the north-east based upon published and grey literature in addition to 

evaluation of Historical Environment Records and metrics. This broad contextual 

assessment was used to directly inform interpretations made in subsequent sections. 

Chapter 5 draws together a range of quantitative data collected throughout the research 

process to provide a contextual overview of the people, organisations and projects 

involved in this research as well as preliminary insights into the impact of archaeology in 

the region. Included in this chapter are the results of questionnaire data collected during 

the pilot study and the main study. Chapters 6 and 7 focus upon themes identified directly 

from participant narratives about people's perceptions of archaeological impact. Chapter 

6 outlines participation perceptions of knowledge accumulation, synthesis, validity, 

dissemination and popularisation processes. Chapter 7 focuses upon the benefits that 

participant's associated with archaeology focusing upon the tangible and intangible 

outcomes related to the discipline including identity, belonging, sense of place and the 

imagination in addition to social benefits, health and wellbeing.  Chapter 8 discusses the 

causal mechanisms of impact in the north-east in terms of the processes associated with 

the creation of impact, including skills training, financial and in-kind investment and the 

challenges and opportunities presented through inter-sector collaboration. Chapter 9 
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concludes the thesis with a summary of the results of the research and provides practical 

recommendations of how to further the impact of archaeology. 

  This thesis captures evidence of the impact of archaeology in a time of instability. 

It argues that while archaeology has been sustained, despite financial cut backs, the 

discipline is now in increasing danger if statutory requirements for heritage protection at 

national and local levels become further diluted. Cuts in regional and local funding are 

leading to cuts in archaeological posts and in agencies dedicated to archiving 

archaeological data and may in time, also affect the place of archaeology within planning 

regulations.  

1.8 Some Limitations 

The research presented here provides a snap-shot insight into contemporary perceptions 

of the impact of archaeological research and practice primarily based upon engagement 

with a sample of individuals involved in archaeology. Participants for this survey were 

recruited from the archaeological sector, which included academic institutions, local 

societies, community fieldwork groups and commercial practice (see Section 1.6). The 

evidence captured and the subsequent results do not, therefore, present the broad public 

impact of archaeology in the north-east of England. This sample was chosen due to the 

availability of research that explores public perceptions of archaeology and heritage, but 

neglects the perceptions of individuals directly involved in research and archaeological 

practice (for example Witcher 2010b; Orange 2013a; Simpson 2009; 2010). Targeted data 

gathering was perceived to be a more effective process for collecting comparative 

information on archaeological research and practice in the region and its perceived 

impacts. The pursuit of a broader, general study in the future would provide greater in-

depth knowledge in terms of understanding the relationship between the products 

produced during archaeological investigations and the consumers, and might lead to a 

better grasp of the impact of archaeology in popular culture, for example, and 

consumerism (see Carman 1995; 1996 and Holtorf 2005; 2007; 2010). For now, this 

thesis is able to present evidence for the differing perceptions of impact between the 

various archaeological sectors, and through this evidence, also compares and evaluates 

the pathways and impacts that are claimed. The results present people's insights, captured 

at a specific temporal moment. These views should not be considered long-term because 

the relationship between people and archaeology changes overtime. In addition, the 
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geographical scope of this research is restricted to north-east England and while it 

provides a comparative case-study, the results cannot be extrapolated to other regions.  

 Throughout the thesis, quotes from interviews and focus groups are used to 

present participant's views. Themes associated with archaeological research and practices 

that were not discussed by participants are not focused upon in-depth within the thesis. 

For instance, while metal detecting is an element of archaeological practice, it was 

infrequently mentioned within participant narratives and therefore it is not discussed in 

great length within the thesis but the absence of discussion is critically explored in 

Chapter 9. Quotes that are used here are fragments, extracted from broader discussions. 

To enhance clarity square brackets have been used to show where quotes have been 

explained by the addition of a word or the explanation of a colloquial term. Where 

quotes have been shortened to remove digressions the symbol used is [...]. Quotes can be 

read within the context of the interview or focus group in transcripts presented in the 

Appendix.  
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents a synthesis of literature that has shaped the theoretical and 

methodological basis of this research. To begin, Section 2.2 outlines the relationship 

between archaeology and the study of impact, through an evaluation of existing 

theoretical debates. This includes an assessment of the comprehensive analysis of 

archaeological impact in UK academic institutions undertaken as part of HEFCE's 

Research Excellence Framework 2014 (REF2014). This is followed by a discussion of the 

most common measures associated with impact; these encompass social, cultural and 

economic variables. Section 2.4 presents a critique of established methods that are 

frequently used to gather data to assess impact within, and beyond, the discipline of 

archaeology. This section underpins the data collection methods outlined in Chapter 3. 

The chapter concludes with a reflection on how this literature review has influenced the 

research pathways used within this thesis.  

2.2 Archaeology and Value 

To date, it has not been uncommon for archaeologists to claim the ‘value’ of their 

endeavours for broader audiences. The term ‘impact’ within archaeological dialogues is 

regularly used to describe the effects of the construction industry and environment upon 

the preservation and conservation of archaeological remains, but rarely has it been used 

in the context of the perceived consequences of archaeology upon contemporary people 

(for example see Caple 2016; McGill 1995; Peacock and Turner-Walker 2004). This does 

not mean that the impact of archaeological research in the latter sense is a new and 

innovative line of enquiry; rather, it is indicative of a change of approach and use of 

terms (see Tab.1.1). Terms such as benefit, value and significance have been regularly 

incorporated within academic and heritage discourse to illustrate the importance of 

archaeology and heritage for contemporary people (for example see Lowenthal et al 1981; 

Skeates 2000; Simpson 2010; Smith and Waterton 2009 and Smith et al 2010). In 

addition, evaluation reports created by funding bodies such as the Heritage Lottery Fund 

(HLF) contain recommendations that encourage project organisers to assess the different 

benefits and values associated with initiatives (HLF 2008, 17-18 and HLF 2017).  
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 Understanding the impact of archaeology for society forms an intrinsic aspect of 

how archaeologists responsibly pursue research. What people value in terms of tangible 

archaeological remains and intangible culture is often an intrinsic component within 

definitions of heritage (Deacon et al 2004, 7; Olsen 2013, 218-219; Skeates 2000, 9). The 

subjectivity of archaeological significance for different stakeholders has been increasingly 

demonstrated through research that considers the competing perceptions and priorities 

of heritage professionals and local values (for instance Cooper and Yarrow 2012; Laidler 

2011; Lowenthal and Binney 1981; Mapunda and Lane 2004; Merriman 2004; Parker 

Pearson and Ramilisonina 2004). Competing perceptions raise moral questions over 

'who' archaeology is for and whether academic and heritage agendas reflect the needs of 

stakeholders or the personal and organisational interests of the former (Ibid.). The 

challenge of ensuring the representation of stakeholder agendas in order to mitigate the 

danger of disenfranchising individuals who are often directly impacted by archaeological 

projects has been extensively reported upon within academic literature  (for instance 

Agbe-Davies 2010, 3-4; Bendremer and Richman 2006; Hodder 2003a, 144-5; Hodder 

2003b, 65-6; Jones 2005; Parker Pearson and Ramilisonina 2004). In particular there have 

been debates in North America related to conflicts between archaeologists and Native 

American communities over the disturbance of unmarked graves, the presentation and 

storage of human remains and cultural items in museums and personal collections 

(Douglass et al 2017; Morris et al 2002). These conflicts were somewhat addressed in the 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 1990 (NAGPRA) which 

outlined legal standards and procedures for the repatriation of the human remains and 

sacred and cultural objects curated by museums to descendants and tribes that could 

prove ownership (Morris et al 2002). NAGPRA demonstrates an increased drive towards 

understanding and protecting the tangible and intangible importance of cultural heritage 

for connected individuals (Ibid.). The value of including multiple perspectives has also 

been demonstrated as beneficial to the long-term management of heritage sites (Atalay 

2010). Tom Moore and Gemma Tully's (2018) Resituating Europe’s First Towns 

(REFIT) initiative, for example, has outlined the benefits of incorporating stakeholder 

perceptions and experiences of landscapes and Iron-Age oppida into site management 

plans. This research enabled stakeholder perspectives to be incorporated into strategies 

that promote understanding and conservation of the palimpsest landscape (Ibid.). The 

model created for this research can be used to encourage greater stakeholder 

representation within archaeological management schemes in other localities. Greater 
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recognition of local perspectives is important as archaeological interventions impact 

inhabitants in terms of social, economic and cultural affects such as increasing tourism 

and changing local dynamics (Hodder 2003a, 144-146; Orange and Laviolette 2010; 

Parker Pearson and Ramilisonina 2004). These issues exemplify the need for greater 

consciousness within archaeological and heritage sectors about the impacts associated 

with different stakeholders.  

  The relationship between people and archaeology is dynamic and contextually 

dependent upon contemporary factors that influence how remains are understood, 

interpreted and represented (Hodder 1989, 118; Johnson 2005, 43 and 102-3; Binford in 

Rathje et al 2013, 9). Philosophers such as Thomas Kuhn (1962/2012, 4) have argued 

that individuals interpret data within the remit of their own knowledge and experiences. 

Lewis Binford also discussed this, 

 
‘…all factual knowledge of the archaeological record is created at the 
time persons make observations on the archaeological record. Factual 
knowledge, or knowledge claims regarding properties of the 
archaeological record are always contemporary with the observation 
documentation event. Thus, most such “knowledge” is subjective 
dependent upon the observer’s selection of phenomena for description 
and recording,’ (Rathje et al 2013, 9), 

 

highlighting the importance of understanding the relationship between archaeology and 

society and the impact of each upon the other. Laurajane Smith (2006a, 3) supports this 

view arguing that archaeological remains do not have an inherent value; rather, they are 

materials that are assigned constructed values through the meanings, processes and 

rituals attributed by society. Archaeological remains therefore, are a tangible resource 

assigned dynamic intangible beliefs and values that can impact how archaeology is 

interpreted, protected and engaged with (Ibid.). The relationships between archaeology, 

society, economics and politics exemplify the importance of understanding the synergies 

and connections between people and archaeology (see also Shanks 1992, 74). For 

instance, the incorporation of archaeology within planning policy guidance 16 (PPG16) 

in 1990 was driven by the importance placed upon archaeological remains by society. 

The main catalyst for this was the 'Save the Rose' campaign created to safeguard the 

future of the then newly discovered 16th-century Rose Theatre from developers 

(Aitchison 2013b, 57–9; Morris 2015, url). Planning permission had been granted prior to 

the discovery of the theatre which created additional costs that could have been avoided 

if a site assessment had taken place before permission was granted (Ibid.). Social pressure 
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was instrumental in the policy changes that now underpin the commercial sector. In 

addition economic and political factors have impacted archaeology. For instance the 

2008 global recession reduced the UK construction industry, a sector depended upon for 

funding by 93% of archaeological interventions in 2007 as part of planning policy 

(Aitchison 2015, 11; 2009, 661 and Section 4). Consequently Planning Policy Guidance 

16 (PPG16) was replaced by Planning Policy Statement 5 (PPS5) and then superseded by 

the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF); these introduced greater emphasis 

upon the social value of archaeology and the benefit of the historic environment for local 

distinctiveness and sustainable development (Ibid.). These examples highlight the 

importance of understanding the impact of contemporary contexts upon archaeology.  

2.2.1 People  and Archaeology 

Before site recording became standardised in the late 20th century, archaeologists 

frequently recorded and published their experiences of how people engaged with 

excavations, discoveries and archaeological teams (see Bell 2008; Christie 1946/2015; 

Petrie 1904/2012; Wheeler 1966; Woolley 1953 etc.). For instance, Flinders Petrie 

(1904/2012, 20-40) recorded his experiences of working with the local workforces that 

contributed to his archaeological research in Syria, Egypt and Greece. He described the 

value of experienced workers whose '...observations and knowledge should always be 

listened to' because of the value he placed in judgements made by trained diggers (Ibid., 

22). These accounts are by-products of fieldwork that inadvertently provide casual 

insights into the relationships between local labourers employed on archaeological 

expeditions. Sir Leonard Woolley also recorded his experiences excavating at the Roman 

station at Corbridge in Northumberland in 1906 alongside local labourers who had had 

no prior experience of excavation (Woolley 1953, 15). Woolley described how his 

workforce’s attitudes and behaviours changed over the course of the excavation in terms 

of their interest and knowledge of archaeological pursuits describing how they were: 

‘keen in their work, got better and better, and before the season ended we had a really 

fine gang' (Ibid., 17). These ethnographical accounts were in part motivated by the ‘spirit 

of the time’, reflecting the desire to create adventurous narratives, engage public interest, 

encourage-sponsorship and enhance the personal reputation of excavators, rather than 

an attempt to demonstrate the impact of archaeological initiatives upon labourers and 

communities (see McAdam 1995, 90; Carter 1923/2014). In addition, these descriptions 

may reflect 'improver' narratives of the early 20th century and the societal shift towards 
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self-improvement through increased working-class access and participation within 

intellectual circles (Rodrick 2001, 40-42). These examples demonstrate the dynamic 

relationship between archaeology and people and the complex motivations, influenced 

by contemporary contexts that enabled broader participation and engagement. 

 The processual drive for objectivity in site recording and the introduction of 

standardised site-recording systems such as that outlined in the Museums of London 

Archaeological Services site manual inadvertently inhibited the capture of personable 

accounts (see Everill 2009; Museum of London 1980). The examination of pre-1980 site 

records provides a glimpse of the development of on-site record keeping from day-to-

day event summaries to formulaic single-context recording (Fig. 2.1). 

 

Figure 2.1 Newcastle’s City Unit 

archived site records from 

excavations in Newcastle City 

Centre from the 1960s to the 

present day (Authors own). These 

records illustrate the progressive 

development of site recording from 

descriptive captions to structured 

standardised responses similar to 

the context sheets produced by 

Molas (see Museum of London 

1980, 9) 

 

Additional personal site diaries are not a requirement of contemporary excavation thus 

reducing the number of day-to-day events, decision processes, experiences and 

interactions recorded (see also Cobb et al 2012; Bender et al 2007; Cooper and Yarrow 

2012). Arguably this has resulted in the neglect of practitioner perspectives and an 

increased dominance of the authoritative voices of senior archaeologists (see Everill 

2009, 3-4; Hodder 1997; Lucas 2012, 38-9; Yamin 2012). There are also fewer 

opportunities to record verbal information about the recent use of a site provided 

through happenstance narratives relayed by visitors (Cobb et al 2012). The lack of multi-

vocal narratives within project records has been challenged by Barbara Bender's reflexive 

exploration of how people engaged with excavations at Leskernick and the wider 
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landscape assessment of archaeological remains on Bodmin Moor in southwest England 

(Bender et al 2007). People's experiences and perceptions of place were captured in 

diaries, poetry, visual representations and reflective personal feedback providing a more 

comprehensive insight into the project (Williams 2007, 280; Bender et al 2007). The 

benefits of this inclusive approach were also demonstrated by investigations into the 

archaeology and heritage of the former football ground at Bradford Park (Gabie and 

Wood 2013). Volunteer knowledge was used to directly inform the interpretation of 55 

coins (date range 1900-1967) and a nappy pin all discovered near excavated goal post pits 

(Gabie and Wood 2013, 56-65). The former discovery was related to half-time coin 

collections for local charities that involved spectators throwing coins onto a sheet of 

fabric, those that missed evidently remained near the goal posts (Ibid.). The nappy pin 

related to an incident where a goalkeeper's elastic waistband snapped and his shorts were 

repaired with a safety pin; subsequently fans threw nappy pins onto the pitch to 

commemorate the incident (Gabie and Wood 2013, 65 and 84). These projects highlight 

the limitations associated with archaeological initiatives that do not record a multiplicity 

of interpretations that can enhance interpretations and our understanding about the past 

(see Section 6.1). Mechanisms that enable broader engagement and the inclusion of 

multiple interpretations can thus benefit the overall understanding and interpretation of 

archaeological evidence, because they result in pluralistic narratives and the inclusion of 

local knowledge.   

The value of multi-vocal qualitative insights is demonstrated through reflexive 

documentation during the course of archaeological initiatives. Between 2008 and 2012 

LP Archaeology, a commercial unit based in London, recorded employee experiences of 

excavation and post-excavation associated with the Prescot Street initiative in East 

London (Hunt 2008 and Hassan 2008-2012). These videos provide reflexive insights into 

the processes and people involved in the developer-led project that enabled remote 

engagement using a method that mitigated challenges such as accessibility, health and 

safety and time constraints associated with developer-funded initiatives (Hassan 2008-

2012 see also Section 8.2). Comparable video use has also been undertaken during 

research excavations for example, the Bamburgh Research Project where the team 

recorded the perspectives of those involved with the project to share, review and 

incorporate into site interpretations (per.comm see also PIN1-2).  

Understanding how people engage and relate to archaeology provides a cultural 

context for discoveries and interpretations. Despite increased recognition of the value of 
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gathering evidence of perceptions and experiences, the research discussed here 

represents the exception in archaeology, because such exercises are limited by the 

operational contexts of sub-sectors (Chapter 5). 

2.2.2 Archaeology and Impact 

Accountability for the investment of public and private money in supporting academic 

and corporate enterprise has increased since the 1970s (see Martin 2011, 246). Impact 

evaluations are increasingly incorporated into archaeological initiatives to satisfy funder 

requirements for the demonstration of the returns obtained from their investments (see 

Sections 1.3 and 2.4). In the last decade a range of impact assessments have been applied 

to measure impact within the different sub-sectors of archaeological enquiry such as the 

Research Excellence Framework (REF), Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) evaluation 

assessments and the Social Responsibility Scale (SRS). These were compared and 

contrasted in Section 1.2 (see Tab. 1.1). These standardised measures are increasingly 

facing criticism as measures that can facilitate comparison of impact across a diverse 

range of interdisciplinary project agendas and contexts (Epstein and Yuthas 2014, 49). 

Marc Epstein and Kristi Yuthas (2014, 49) argue that there is no universal measurement 

of impact and any metric developed to measure the success of a project is dependent 

upon the agenda of the project or organisation (see also Arvidson and Lyon 2014). This 

critique is applicable for the use of standardised impact measures applied to 

archaeological projects despite having diverse agendas, operational and geographical 

contexts and holding a common agenda that aims to learn about the past (Flatman 2011; 

McAdam 1995, 89). Archaeological projects operate within constraints defined by 

contextual challenges and opportunities that are unique to each initiative. For example, 

funding or time constraints imposed by developers; location and accessibility of the 

project; variability in public interest in archaeology and health and safety (see Section 

8.2). These factors limit the effectiveness of broad and superficial impact assessments. 

Archaeology is a diverse and dynamic sector and requires reflexive impact measures that 

enable a more nuanced understanding of impact.  

There is thus inherent risk that the importance placed upon impact assessments 

could press organisations or individuals into engineering initiatives that create desirable 

impacts that satisfy funding priorities rather produce outcomes that are valued by other 

stakeholders. The Research Council UK (RCUK) and the Arts and Humanities Council 

(AHRC) for instance, changed their funding priorities to focus upon projects that include 
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engagement strategies and produce desirable societal impacts. To be awarded grants, 

applicants have to demonstrate that investment in their research will result in these 

desired outcomes. This could affect the trajectory of research, and projects that 

incorporate these aims may engineer poorly constructed engagement strategies that 

demonstrate desirable and immediate impacts rather than create long-term meaningful 

and sustainable outcomes or further the study of archaeology (Hicks 2012; Gibson and 

Pendlebury 2009, 3; Maas and Liket 2010; see also Sections 1.3 and 2.4). Archaeologist 

Suzie Thomas (2014, 26), for example, highlighted the risk that the term ‘community 

archaeology’ may be used to obtain funding, however, projects may poorly engage or 

benefit the public despite the claims they make in self-produced reviews. The impact 

agenda has also been critiqued for allowing institutions to create overblown claims 

facilitated by organisations and universities that can invest greater resources to create and 

demonstrate impact (Gibson and Pendlebury 2009, 3). Lisanne Gibson and John 

Pendlebury (2009) argue that this could create a recurring cycle where elite-institutions 

monopolise funding streams by producing desirable impact returns by investing greater 

revenue and resources than other organisations, therefore influencing future investment 

decisions. Impact assessments such as REF acknowledge these potential risks by stating 

that they want to encourage greater ‘effect, change or benefit to the economy, society, 

culture, public policy or services, heath, the environment or quality of life, beyond 

academia’, rather than exert unnecessary influence on the trajectory of research (REF14 

2011, 25).  

By contrast, heritage organisations such as the National Trust have developed 

independent mechanisms to measure social and economic impact, with the aim of 

researching and capturing evidence that reflects the ethos of the charity. Impact 

assessments demonstrate accountability for the investment of public money through 

grants, charities such as the HLF and to public donors who financially support the 

National Trust through memberships, entrance fees, custom and volunteer investment 

(for example National Trust 2016; 2017). English Heritage, now Historic England, also 

produce a series of online publications that demonstrate impact across their properties 

(for instance English Heritage 2009; 2012; 2014). These publications suggest that heritage 

institutions recognise the importance of informing the public about the impact of public 

funding obtained via government grants and personal investments. In contrast, 

developer-funded archaeology is often justified because of the perceived public benefit, 

however, there are few reports that demonstrate the value of these initiatives (exceptions 
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include Oxford Archaeology 2017). Perhaps this reflects the differences between the 

sub-sectors of archaeology as developers fund initiatives prior to development as a 

statutory requirement, while both academic/research- based and volunteer initiatives are 

often underpinned by the investment of public money. Both volunteer and academic 

initiatives are often associated with different impact measures; however, despite the fact 

commercial units occasionally conduct engagement events and ensure dissemination, 

there is limited formal recognition of these achievements.  

2.2.3 REF 2014 Impact  Case-Studies  

The most comprehensive study of the impact of archaeological research is presented in 

HEFCE's 2014 REF assessment which emphasises the importance of causing positive 

change and quality of outputs (Sections 1.3; 2.2.2). REF case-studies are analysed here, as 

the inclusion of impact in HEFCE's 2014 assessment of HEIs led to my engagement in 

this topic with archaeology at Durham University. In addition, the REF exercise placed 

the term 'impact' within academic agendas, encouraging academic archaeologists to 

consider the users archaeology might reach and the benefits the subject could create. As 

a starting point, therefore, this section reflects upon and assesses the 'impacts' claimed by 

academic departments. Statistics are extracted from the REF assessment in order to 

provide a metric overview of the impacts of archaeology in terms of academic case-

studies. Archaeology case-studies were submitted to REF's Panel C 17 unit of assessment 

alongside geography and environmental studies (REF01 2012, 63). Out of the 154 

participating university institutions, 24 (15.6%) submitted an archaeological case-study. 

In total 67 out of the 6637 impact statements submitted to REF2014 focused upon 

archaeology. Figure 2.2 portrays the overall impacts credited to each of the 67 

archaeology impact case-studies. Despite REF encouraging diverse impacts, case-studies 

did not diverge from the suggested impacts outlined in Panel C criteria definitions 

(REF01 2012, 69-70). These included measurable outcomes associated with creativity, 

culture and society; economic, commercial, organisational and technological outputs; 

impacts on the environment; health, welfare; changes within practitioners and 

professional services and influences on public policy, law and services (Ibid.).  
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Figure 2.2 Impacts of the REF2014 archaeological case-studies (REF 2014) 

REF2014b. Panel 17, Geography, Environmental Studies and Archaeology dataset  

 

In total 74.6% (50) of the 67 archaeology case-studies produced a predominantly cultural 

impact (Figure 2.2). In addition, 10.4% (7) of the 67 submissions were primarily 

associated with environmental impacts and societal benefits were the central outcome for 

8.9% (6) of the case-studies. Political, legal, health and technological outcomes were 

identified as the dominant impact in 6% (4) of the 67 case-studies while none achieved 

an overall economic outcome. This suggests that the central impact of academic 

archaeological research in the UK is firmly embedded in REF's creativity, culture and 

society category, defined as follows: 

 

Impacts where the beneficiaries are individuals, groups of individuals, 
organisations or communities whose knowledge, behaviours, practices, 
rights or duties have been influenced (REF01.2012, 69) 

 

Comparing the central outcomes of archaeology against other Panel C subjects 

demonstrates the cultural dominance of archaeological impacts within this group (Figure 

2.2). Societal, economic and political impacts were the predominant outcomes within 

geography and environmental studies case-studies. 
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Figure 2.3 Comparison of REF impact case-studies and history and archaeology, 

geography and environmental studies (Panel C 17). 

REF2014c. and REF2014b Panel 17, Geography, Environmental Studies and Archaeology dataset 

 

Archaeological case-studies represented just 1% of the total number of REF2014 

submissions and therefore formed only a small percentage of the overall impact recorded 

in REF2014 (REF 2014c). As shown in Figure 2.3, archaeology contributes to just 0.75% 

of the overall cultural impacts identified by REF2014. This reflects the scope of 

REF2014 and the low number of archaeological departments in the UK compared to 

other subject areas. Creating comparisons between archaeology and other subjects 

assessed as part of REF2014 is, however, hindered by the different approaches used to 

measure impact. For instance, citation data was not accepted for sub-panels 16-26 with 

the exception of sub-panel 18; economics and econometrics (REF01 2012, 66). 

Therefore comparing metrics across the different panels is problematic as each panel 

operated with different expectations.  
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 This section has focused on the main impacts associated with each case-study, 

further qualitative analysis enables a greater understanding of the range of impacts linked 

to projects. For instance, the Cresswell Crags case-study is predominantly assigned a 

cultural impact based upon the Sheffield-led initiative that increased academic, public and 

media awareness (University of Sheffield 2014, 1). Increased cultural awareness about the 

site also produced economic benefits by boosting visitor numbers, which is cited as a 

catalyst for the construction of a visitor centre and World Heritage Site nomination 

(Ibid.). Therefore, the impact of the Cresswell Crags project is potentially more multi-

faceted than the overall impact categorisation captured here in my analysis.  

 

Figure 2.4 word cloud showing the most common words included in the 67 archaeology 
impact case-studies.  

 
REF2014b. Panel 17, Geography, Environmental Studies and Archaeology dataset 

 

Metric analysis of the word frequency of the 67 archaeology REF2014 submissions in 

Nvivo enabled the identification of key words used in case-studies (Fig. 2.4). Nvivo is a 

qualitative analysis software package which was used to analyse REF case-studies in 
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addition to interview and focus group transcripts. As portrayed in Figure 2.4 the most 

commonly used word within case-studies was 'research'. This was used 1504 times within 

the 67 submissions. The terms impact, heritage, project and archaeology appeared 791, 

762, 688 and 648 times respectively. Interestingly terms that are usually used to describe 

types of impact appear less frequently, for example cultural, social, policy, environmental 

and economic appear 204, 134, 131, 107 and 89 times respectively. These figures 

correlate with the identification of cultural impacts as the most common outcome of 

archaeological research in REF2014 (Fig. 2.2). Word frequency analysis was also applied 

to Durham and Newcastle impact case-studies in order to obtain insights into the themes 

discussed (Figs. 2.5 and 2.6). 

 

Figure 2.5 word cloud showing the most common words included in Durham University's 

archaeology impact case-studies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Durham University 2014 Archaeology REF2014 case-study data 

  

Durham University’s archaeology word cloud highlights the key components of the 

various projects that formed their REF case-studies in terms of the geographical location 
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of included sites (Fig. 2.6). For instance, 'Binchester', 'Lumbini' and 'Nepal' are frequently 

used terms. In addition, the word cloud highlights the importance placed upon 

collaborations and networks associated with the department as demonstrated by 

frequency that terms such as 'community', 'public', 'commercial' and 'UNESCO' are used. 

It is also possible to obtain a sense of the impacts that are described through the 

frequent use of verbs such as 'conservation,' 'engagement' and 

'participation/participatory' and descriptive terms such as 'expertise' and 'important'. The 

scale of impact is also described through the numerous references to 'international', 

'national' and 'local'.  

 

Figure 2.6 word cloud showing the most common words included in Newcastle 

University's archaeology impact case-studies. 

 
Newcastle University 2014, Archaeology REF2014 case-study data 

 

Similar patterns can be observed in the word frequency of the Newcastle University's 

REF2014 case-studies (Fig. 2.6). For instance, the frequent use of the terms 'Roman', 

'research', 'landscape' and 'heritage' reflect the department's central research interests. 
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The strong Roman focus of one submission is evident through the prominence of sites 

such as 'Maryport', 'Housesteads' and 'Hadrian's Wall' within the word cloud. 'Museums' 

is a regularly used term suggesting the case-studies included a collaborative aspect. The 

outcome of the case-studies is suggested through the frequent occurrence of the terms 

'knowledge', 'policy', 'practice', 'environmental' and 'development'. Quantitative analysis 

of REF2014 metrics in addition to word frequency analysis can provide an insight into 

the impact of archaeological research within academia by providing a sense of the 

research focus, scope, collaborations and to a lesser extent the research outcomes. This 

thesis sets out to contextualise these 2014 findings, through exploration of archaeological 

research and practice in the north-east of England. To do this, however, careful thought 

was given to the theoretical premise of the project. REF2014 provides insights into the 

relationship between archaeology and people through a limited data-capture process that 

focuses upon the beneficiaries of archaeological research. In order to build upon this 

approach, it was important to consider the range of reflexive paradigms used in 

archaeological discourse, which facilitate the capture of multiple perspectives. The next 

section explores the theoretical basis that underpins this project.  

2.3 Theoretical Premise 

The concepts of impact within archaeological research and practice, described so far, 

have a firm theoretical basis within behavioural and reflexive paradigms which focus 

upon the relationships between humans and things and reflect upon the processes of 

investigation and interpretation. It is for these reasons that the research presented in this 

thesis is based within behavioural and reflexive paradigms exemplified within 

archaeological discourse through the works of academics such as Michael Schiffer (2010) 

and Ian Hodder (2013; 2003a, b; 1997). Within archaeology, there is a diverse range of 

competing and complementary theoretical paradigms (see Bradley 2006, 4 and Cobb et al 

2012). Ian Hodder (2013, 4-11) discussed the value of using multiple theoretical 

perspectives to complement research rather than creating competing paradigms. This 

thesis includes anthropological and sociological methods of data collection such as 

interviews, focus groups and questionnaires with living participants. As highlighted by 

Michael Schiffer (2010, 89) using interdisciplinary methodologies and theories is a risk 

because as a researcher, you may no longer be considered to be a subject specialist- in my 

case an archaeologist. The interdisciplinary relevance of behavioural and reflexive 

discourse however, enables this thesis to have a firm basis as a facet within archaeological 
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research and the adoption of multidisciplinary approaches to explore contemporary 

perceptions of archaeological research and practice (see Schiffer 2010, 4 and 89).   

  The relationship between archaeology and anthropology has been a popular topic 

of debate (see Herzfeld 2012; Shankland 2012; Flatman 2010, 19). For example, David 

Shankland (2012, 1-5) claims archaeology and anthropology have become detached in the 

United Kingdom, because of different approaches, theoretical and geographic 

dissimilarities, despite sharing a common interest in learning about people. Nevertheless 

archaeology as the study of past peoples from material remains and contemporary 

analogies can be used to inform interpretations by creating an understanding of the 

diversity of human behaviour (see Schiffer 2010). Ian Hodder (1997, 697-8) noted the 

benefits of working with anthropologist Carolyn Hamilton during excavations at 

Catalhöyük in Turkey between 1996 and 1997. Hodder recognised that Hamilton’s study 

of how knowledge is produced on an archaeological site using anthropological methods 

was beneficial for the excavation because it encouraged team members to discuss what 

they were finding and what they thought about it (Ibid.). Increased reflexive thinking, 

communication and engagement between team members on site helped to expose 

assumptions and encourage a multiplicity of interpretations (Hodder 1997, 697-8). As 

demonstrated in Section 2.2 contemporary perceptions and societal contexts have an 

impact upon archaeological interpretations and processes. It is therefore important to 

bridge the gap between the two disciplines in order to understand how contemporary 

people engage with archaeological materials and their past. The following sections outline 

the benefits of using behavioural and reflexive paradigms as the basis of this research.  

2.3.1 Behavioural  Archaeology  

Behavioural archaeology emphasises the link between human behaviour and material 

culture in a flexible model that can operate in various geographical locations and epochs 

(Schiffer 2010, 5). In this thesis the impact of archaeological research is assumed to be 

mechanised through the interaction between contemporary agents and archaeological 

remains. This belief is based upon Michael Schiffer’s (2010, 28) cultural formation process a 

theoretical model that recognises unexcavated artefacts, structures, deposits, cuts, fauna, 

flora and so on, as being in a temporal disused, and often forgotten, state. The process of 

reclamation through research is argued to restart the relationship between objects from 

the past with the consciousness of contemporary people (Ibid. and Chapter 4). Cobb 

emphasises Schiffer's point claiming that the relationships between object and subject are 
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‘negotiable, temporary and transient’ (Cobb et al 2012, 2). This is demonstrated by 

Bjørnar Olsen and Þora Pétursdóttir’s (2014) who focused on the abandonment of 

buildings, the process of ruination and contemporary people’s memories of recently 

abandoned structures (Ibid.). They argue that traditional academic enquiry focuses on 

ruins of a certain age, for example, Angkor Wat, however, buildings recently abandoned 

are often neglected and play a marginalised role in contemporary heritage movements 

(Olsen and Pétursdóttir 2014, 3). Despite the limited academic study, the abandonment 

of buildings and ruination can be a slow process where structures can have an aesthetic 

presence that can impact contemporary people (Ibid., 6). For example, the Roman route 

of Dere Street is still used in part as the A68 that stretches from Corbridge to Cramond 

on the Firth of Forth in addition to stretches of the A1, A59 and a number of smaller 

roads. It can be presumed that many commuters of these routes may be unaware of its 

Roman origins and while the roads still have a tangible presence in their current 

manifestations many who use them may not know the longevity of their heritage. 

Michael Shanks (1992, 28) supports this point by arguing that anthropogenic evidence is 

always being interpreted and reinterpreted within the remit of contemporary contexts. 

Therefore, the relationship between people and archaeological evidence is negotiable, 

temporary and transient (Cobb et al 2012, 2). In addition, even when there are few visual 

and tangible remains of human occupation oral history can facilitate the endurance of 

memories and legacies within local narratives (see Laidler 2011).  

 The process of reclamation of archaeological remains is also a potential source 

for phenomenological impact. Phenomenology is the study of perspective and 

experience, in this case associated with archaeology. Part of the relationship between 

objects of the past and people in the present is created through the experience of 

engagement and the ways in which artefacts are discovered and used. For instance the 

Rosetta stone is not important for its uniqueness as there are multiple copies, or how it 

was found, in 1799 by French troops rebuilding a 15th-century stone wall, but in how the 

artefact was used to create a decipher to enable people to read ancient Egyptian 

hieroglyphs (Cuno 2008, xii-xv). The latter is arguably the primary reason for the 

importance now placed upon that particular stone (Ibid.). In addition creative writers, 

poets and artists document the intangible emotions and experience associated with the 

discovery and use of artefacts, a phenomenon identified by scholars (Wallace 2004; 

Bender et al 2007; Schiffer 2010, 34-37; Olsen and Pétursdóttir 2014, 6). These works 

provide insights into the meanings and perceptions associated with archaeological 
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remains, however, as demonstrated in Section 2.2, current methods of recording 

discoveries often neglect to document these perspectives. Considerations of the 

pluralistic meanings associated with archaeological remains enables the creation of 

multidimensional insights that consider how people in the present relate to 

archaeological remains and processes of research and engagement. Behavioural theory 

thus provides a dynamic paradigm within which to understand the complex relationship 

between archaeological evidence and contemporary perceptions of impact. The 

relationship between contemporary people and evidence from the past is the mechanism 

attributed as being the primary catalyst of impact in this thesis, which means that 

behavioural paradigms can be incorporated into its theoretical core.  

2.3.2 Ref l exive Theory 

The principles of reflexivity or social theory were adopted from sociological origins. 

Theorists such as Ian Hodder (1997) promoted a need for increasing reflexivity in 

archaeology to ensure archaeologists consider what we do and why we do it. For 

instance, John Barrett (1998, 9-13) argued that materials and places are experiences, 

perceived and memorialised in different ways based on an individual’s experiences and 

attitudes (see also Kuhn 1963/2012). This reflexive understanding of how people engage 

with archaeology has influenced discourse by highlighting the pluralistic and 

multidimensional perspectives and experiences of archaeology. Increasingly 

archaeologists consider the ways that archaeology is researched, experienced, used, 

promoted and understood by wider audiences (see Everill 2009; Cooper and Yarrow 

2012; Holtorf 2005; 2007; Orange 2012; 2013a; 2013b; Simpson 2009; 2010). This has 

created a body of literature that exemplifies the relationship between people and 

archaeological remains.  

   Reflexive consideration of the processes that contribute to archaeology often 

include deliberation over why people are interested in archaeology and perceive it to be 

important (see Lowenthal and Binney 1981). These reflexive themes encroach upon the 

values, benefits and significances associated with archaeology, which are also 

components included in contemporary impact assessments (Section 2.2). While reflexive 

themes are an integral aspect of impact assessments, academics have greater opportunity 

to consider factors that go beyond the ridged scope of positive societal, cultural, political 

and economic values assessed within evaluations (Section 1.3). Impact assessments such 

as REF provide a less reflexive approach as the case-study methods focus exclusively 
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upon positive outcomes of research (REF2014). In contrast the HLF evaluation method 

provides a more reflexive project evaluation as it encourages project evaluators to reflect 

on both the positive and negative aspects of an initiative (HLF 2008 and 2017). In 

addition, HLF projects are not graded against each other in a system of competitive 

marking as case-studies submitted to REF are. Comparing initiatives to each other 

introduces greater competition and transforms a reflexive process into one that enables 

universities to compete by obtaining desirable impacts.  

   Within academia there have been a number of studies that take a reflexive 

approach to understand people's relationships with archaeology. The Tales of the Frontier 

project, for instance, used multifaceted methodologies to create a biography of Hadrian's 

Wall, in Northumberland and gained insights into how this Roman Frontier is visually 

represented, understood, experienced and assigned meaning (Hingley et al 2012; Witcher 

2010a and b). This involved the examination of digital media such as online visitor 

photos and the evaluation of a photo-questionnaire (Witcher 2010a 128-30). This 

research suggested that people's familiarity with the Roman frontier, facilitated by digital 

technologies, mass communication and dissemination of narratives about Roman 

occupation, resulted in limited perceptions in regards to this frontier monument (Witcher 

2010 b, 220). This phenomenon is claimed to have created a stagnation of thought, 

which limits narratives, and the diversity of perceptions and experiences associated with 

the Roman Wall (Ibid.). In contrast, for archaeologies that are not associated with a 

dominant interpretation, such as rock art, there is greater scope for encouraging creative 

interpretation (Sharpe 2014, 53). A reflexive approach is, therefore, valuable as it can 

facilitate engagement and exploration of multiple ideas and narratives. The majority of 

individuals are not directly engaged within the archaeological sector and experience 

archaeology through various dissemination and outreach processes such as reports, 

journalism, popular culture, social media and lectures (see Holtorf 2005 and 2007). As 

suggested by Robert Witcher (2010b) these archaeological 'products' can have a 

profound influence upon how people relate to archaeological sites. Jennifer Wallace 

(2004) a lecturer in English Literature reiterated this view arguing that the human 

imagination of how places have changed has a greater social impact than narratives with 

scientific validity, therefore popular culture can be perceived to be responsible for how 

most people understand archaeology (Wallace 2004, 25). A reflective standpoint may, 

therefore, be useful, especially in encouraging engagement in positives and negatives 

(Shanks 2012 and Wallace 2004, 14-15). To only focus upon the positive outcomes of 
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archaeology in terms of public engagement and impact will result in uncritical, 

engendered, descriptions that do not present pathways for improvement. 

  It is also essential that archaeologists have diverse mechanisms to disseminate 

archaeological knowledge to engage new audiences. Michael Shanks (1992) argues that 

scientific and academic archaeology seem to lose ‘...so much of what made the past 

human and attractive’ (Ibid., 2), however there must be balance between accessibility 

within archaeological finds and the validity of interpretations (see also Fagan 2010). For 

instance, Robert Young (2002) critiqued archaeologists and heritage bodies for providing 

a ‘nostalgic, sanitised view of [industrial] living and working conditions,’ in heritage 

visitor centres (Young 2002, 11). He argues that being objective and fact-focused enabled 

the neglect of the intangible values and social context of many sites (Ibid., 12). Ian 

Hodder (1989b) also highlights the important, and yet rarely analysed, role of the 

archaeologist in producing various narratives to meet the perceived needs of different 

audiences (Ibid., 273). Some archaeologists for instance dislike the portrayal of fanciful 

narratives of the past whether for popular literature or television (see Flatman 2011, 1). 

However, as Hodder (1989b) laments, few archaeologists are trained in how to construct 

narratives about what they find for the multiple audiences they encounter and few 

narratives are evaluated for their effectiveness (Ibid.). It is for this reason that an ethno-

archaeological study of how contemporary people use, understand and value 

archaeological research, could help archaeologists to understand our contemporary 

relationships with evidence of the past and improve pathways of effective dissemination 

and ways for people to engage with archaeological research. While Theano Moussouri 

(2014) reflected how the quality and types of engagement can range significantly from 

one-way dialogues where ‘professionals’ tell others about the site, to sharing experiences 

in a two-way dialogue involving others in research processes and finally initiatives that 

enable the public to have a participatory input into the organisation and directions of 

projects. It is therefore not only an individual’s engagement with archaeological remains 

and how they are perceived, understood and used that is important, but also the way that 

narratives are produced, disseminated and the process of engagement which is often 

facilitated by academics, researchers and professional archaeologists. With these factors 

in mind, behavioural and reflexive archaeological theory provides a stance from which to 

base this research. 
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2.4 Indicators of Impact 

This Section explores the various ways that archaeological researchers have strived to 

study social, cultural and economic impacts.  

2.4.1 Socia l  Impacts  and Archaeology 

Harriet Deacon (2004, 7) highlighted the intrinsic value of intangible heritage for identity, 

conservation of cultural diversity and creativity (see also UNESCO 2003, Article 2, 2). 

The social value of archaeology and heritage is recognised through statutory protection 

provided by the Valletta Treaty (Council of Europe 1992) and designator bodies such as 

the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisations (UNESCO) which 

assigns World Heritage Status to monuments, buildings and sites that demonstrate 

'outstanding universal value' in terms of history, art or science and the Valetta 

convention (UNESCO 1972, 60; 2003; 2017, Article 1, 3). Subsequently, intangible 

heritage has progressively been incorporated into the UNESCO agenda as demonstrated 

through publication of the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage 

which aimed to safeguard, raise awareness and ensure respect of the intangible cultural 

heritage of communities, groups and individuals (UNESCO 2003, Article 1, 2). In Article 

2, the convention recognised the importance of intangible heritage for the creation and 

maintenance of identity and cultural tradition, knowledge, skills and practices (Ibid.). This 

highlights the benefits associated with archaeological resources. Despite the formal 

recognition of the social values associated with archaeology, social impact is often 

ambiguous and problematic to measure (see Maas and Liket 2010, 447 and Bastow et al 

2014, 2). The primary difficulty of measuring social impact is the diversity of people's 

experiences and the intangible values that are associated with archaeology. Lisanne 

Gibson and John Pendlebury (2009, 1) for instance, argued that heritage sites should be 

associated with pluralistic concepts of value that ought to be considered ‘valid and equal’. 

The concept of ‘universal value’ described previously, is a paradox because value is often 

relative to particular people and communities and is also influenced by external 

sociological, economic and political factors (Ibid., 1 see also Shanks 1992). In recognition 

of these difficulties, in this thesis the social, intangible values placed upon archaeology in 

the north-east of England are pluralistic in nature, influenced by multiple interacting 

variables including the perception and experiences of participants.  

The social value associated with archaeology has impacted the way that the 

profession has developed in terms of broadening inclusivity (see Section 2.2 and 6.2). 
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The relationship between 'archaeologists' and the 'public' is both dynamic, complex and 

influenced by changing agendas. Antiquarians from the 19th and 20th century for 

instance, often achieved fame through engagement with the media, for instance Howard 

Carter's discovery of the tomb of Tutankhamen generated extensive national and 

international press attention that disseminated information to the general public and 

brought sponsorship and fame for the project (Carter 1923/2014, 94–5). This type of 

promotion is comparable to the use of social media which is often conducted for the 

more pragmatic purposes of public engagement, publicity of organisations than perhaps 

the desire for personal recognition.  

The Second World War has been claimed to be a catalyst that enabled greater 

public involvement in archaeology and sparked interest in how, the past is understood 

and preserved in the United Kingdom (Bacon 1960, 1; Carver 2009, 364; Longworth and 

Cherry 1986, 7). Post-War repairs to war-damaged sites raised concerns over the 

preservation and protection of archaeological sites from looting and development 

(Carver 2009, 364). Archaeological discoveries were claimed by Edward Bacon to boost 

morale by distracting people from continuing post-war hardships and contributed to the 

rebuilding of national identity and the resurgence of interest into the English past (Bacon 

1960, 1). This newfound interest was demonstrated in 1954 when the Roman Temple of 

Mithras was discovered on Walbrook Street in Central London (Bacon 1960, 1 and 

Shepherd, 1998). Edward Bacon (1960, 1) describes the swarms of ‘business men, typists, 

clerks and office boys who queued to view the discovery. On the first day, over 10,000 

people visited the site; on the second day so many people visited the site that some 3,000 

were ‘turned away when dusk fell’ (Ibid., 9; Shepherd 1998, 19). Such enthusiastic interest 

in archaeological excavations and discoveries has led many archaeologists to muse about 

why people find them so fascinating (see Bacon 1960).  

 The growing number of archaeological initiatives that enable public participation 

in archaeological fieldwork has led to an increase in the use of anthropological and 

sociological methodologies to understand contemporary engagement with archaeology 

and heritage (Everill 2009; Orange 2013a; 2013b; Simpson 2008; 2009; 2010). For 

example, the community archaeology project at Quesir in Egypt (CAPQ) facilitated the 

close collaboration between the field team and local residents (Moser et al 2002). This 

was enabled through the integration of a ‘community-led’ approach from the outset of 

the initiative that included resources for effective communication, employment, training, 

production of educational resources and community controlled merchandise, public 
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presentations, interviews, oral history exercises and the creation of a photographic and 

video archive (Moser et al 2002; Tully 2010, 69). In 2010 Sonya Atalay published a 

comparable ethnographical research which focused upon five villages located close to 

Çatalhöyük in Turkey. The research identified that many of the local residents were 

interested in the archaeological information coming out of the excavation, however, they 

considered that they did not have any significant input or agency in the management, 

care and development of the site (Ibid., 422). In addition, residents felt reluctant to 

contribute to the site because they felt inhibited by limited archaeological knowledge and 

did not feel empowered enough to become involved (Atalay 2010, 422). To address this 

issue, the excavation team started an intern program to encourage local people to get 

involved in the long-term sustainability and management of the site (Ibid.). This was 

achieved through initiatives that aimed to empower the community by teaching skills in 

grant writing and research methods thus giving people tools to contribute and convey 

local concerns (Atalay 2010, 425). One of the immediate impacts of this outreach was the 

creation of a theatrical performance written and acted by local people to inform others 

about life at Çatalhöyük (Atalay 2010, 425-426). This initiative demonstrates how 

additional pathways can be incorporated alongside traditional archaeological enquiry 

which can facilitate long-term benefits for existing stakeholders.  

Projects that facilitate stakeholder contributions can enable participants to shape 

the agenda of research rather than respond to imposed academic ideals, this process 

facilitates partners of the project having an active role in the production of knowledge 

(see Atalay 2010, 419-420; Agbe-Davis 2010; Moser 2002; Tully 2010). The London 

based Thames Discovery Programme (TDP) for example, invested in training volunteers 

to record and monitor the Thames foreshore as part of the Foreshore Recording and 

Observation Group (FROG) (Cohen et al 2012, 79-82; Cohen and Wragg 2017, 13-9). 

This initiative resulted in the co-production of archaeological data that provides an 

overview of human presence along the Thames from the Palaeolithic to the present 

(Cohen and Wragg 2017, 113). FROG volunteers contributed to surveying, recording, 

monitoring and dissemination of data primarily through online image uploads and blogs 

(Ibid., 18-9). In addition, events, activities and dissemination outlets enabled broader 

public engagement and inclusion within the initiative (Cohen and Wragg 2017,17-9). The 

TDP has similarities to a series of initiatives in the north-east that aimed to train local 

people to record rock-art in Northumberland, Durham and West Yorkshire between 

2004 and 2013 (Sharpe 2014, 54-5). Volunteers were trained how to survey, record and 
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assess the state of preservation of rock-art panels, in addition, the project aimed to 

enhance local knowledge and pride about these archaeological features (Ibid., 56). 

Collected data was used to create a base-line database that can be used to inform 

research and heritage management decisions (Sharpe 2014, 56). Over 100 volunteers 

contributed 1500 working days towards this project, in addition, they often invested their 

own expertise such as teaching and surveying skills and local knowledge that helped the 

logistics of the initiative (Ibid., 59). Research conducted by Liz Young for her Masters 

dissertation in 2011 highlighted the value of public contributions to archaeological 

research. Public participation led to the discovery of a Mesolithic flint scatter in North 

Northumberland near Callerburn Farm, Branxton in North Northumberland (Young 

2011, 25). This discovery led to a series of trial trenches in 2011 which united members 

from three different community groups; the Coquetdale Community Archaeology Group 

(CCA), Till Valley Archaeological Society (TillVAS) and Northumberland Archaeology 

Group (NAG(a)): 

 

‘By developing peoples’ skills and encouraging them not only to become 
fully involved in an excavation but also to enjoy the experience, you create 
a pool of enthusiastic, competent volunteers who add value to all the 
excavations they participate on in the future,’ (Young 2011, 32) 
 

These projects demonstrate the value of volunteer participation in research and the co-

production of knowledge that can be used to enhance people's pride and interest in 

archaeology and the past.  

While there have been a number of studies which focus upon the relationships 

between the ‘public’ and engagement strategies employed within research in addition to 

the perspectives of field archaeologists, there are fewer independent reflexive studies 

that focus upon the academic-archaeology relationship. Perhaps this is indicative of the 

academic privilege of being able to publish personal reflexive analyses rather than a 

deliberate neglect of this area. Scholars William Rathje, Michael Shanks and Christopher 

Witmore have tried to address this gap and provide a ‘human face’ to academic research 

(Rathje et al 2013, 1). Between 2002 and 2011 they undertook 17 in-depth interviews 

with notable contemporary archaeologists to gain personal insights into their research 

and interests (Ibid.). This method facilitated discussion about the multiplicity of 

objectives within archaeological research. For instance, Michael Schiffer commented, 

‘Well, archaeology has lots of objectives. It depends whose doing it', and proceeds to 

describe the various goals related to archaeological initiatives as influenced by the 
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stakeholders and sponsors involved (Rathje 2013, 39). While this research does not 

provide a direct insight into the impact of archaeological practice and research, it 

provides a perspective within dialogues about the experiences, issues and the paradigms 

in which contemporary academics operate. This insight is of value for future analyses 

and historiographies of the archaeological research.  

2.4.2 Economic and Pol i t i ca l  Indicators  o f  Impact  

The measurement of economic impact is less ambiguous and problematic to evidence 

than social and cultural effects because of the availability of quantifiable metrics (see 

Maas and Liket 2010, 447; Bastow et al 2014, 2). Within archaeology political and 

economic impacts have become intrinsically connected through the launch of Planning 

Policy Guidance 16 and the requirement for developers to fund pre-development 

archaeological works (PPG16 1990). In the proceeding decade, developer-funded 

initiatives contribute to 89% of all archaeological interventions in England (Fulford and 

Holbrook 2011, 323). Planning guidance therefore has played a key role within 

contemporary archaeological practice through the facilitation of new sources of revenue 

which removed funding responsibility away from the Department for the Environment, 

and the public purse, towards a 'polluter-pays' system. Since the 1980s there has been a 

greater emphasis on value of outputs obtained from public purse funded initiatives 

(Martin 2011, 247 and Boniface 1995, 21). Large organisations, charities and companies 

are known to produce sustainability reports to monitor the cost-benefit ratio for 

investments (Epstein et al 2014, 2). Cost-benefit analysis enables organisations to assess 

previous investment decisions and inform future judgements (Ibid.). As Bastow et al 

(2014) and others have highlighted, investors prize economic indicators as a high impact 

factor, in part, because metrical data is considered to have higher validity than qualitative 

evidence (see also Bryne 2009, 5; Burtenshaw 2014; 2010; Harvey 2009). Bryne (2009, 3) 

argues that the United Kingdom has become a target-driven audit culture reliant upon 

metrics as indicators of competence (see also Boniface 1995). While metrics may be 

desirable indicators of impact they cannot provide insights into the intangible outcomes 

of an initiative as experienced by benefactors (see Section 2.3.1).  

Archaeological research conducted for profit has been a contentious topic. 

William Flinders Petrie praised scholars engaged in archaeological initiatives for the 

pursuit of human knowledge rather than economic or personal gain (Petrie 1904/2014, 

1). This contention was at the forefront of debate over the introduction of Planning 



	   54	  

Policy Guidance 16 in 1990. Speaking at the RESCUE and SCAUM conference on 

competitive tendering in June 1990, an archaeologist discussed the polarisation of 

perspectives about competitive tendering (Buteux 1991, 13 and Swain 1991, 1). On the 

one hand some archaeologists believed that competitive tendering and access to 

developer funding for archaeological initiatives would encourage professionalism and 

better archaeological practice, while others believed it would lead to a decline in 

standards, price wars and a decrease in the pursuit of archaeology for public benefit 

(Buteux 1991). The integration of archaeological mitigation strategies within planning 

legislation for public benefit resulted in a sustainable source of finance and growth for 

the archaeological exploration of the rescue era of the 1970s and 80s, however, this also 

created a dependency upon existing statutory inclusion within the planning process, 

socio-economic drivers for development and external pressure for accountability (see 

Fulford and Holbrook 2011, 323). Conversely academic and volunteer archaeology have 

a comparable dependency upon different external sources of revenue such as grant-

funding, which similarly expose these pathways to forms of impact assessment. 

Direct and indirect financial returns can be obtained through various pathways 

associated with archaeological remains. For instance, financial returns include the 

enablement of development through the fulfilment of planning application requirements 

and the provision of archaeological and heritage advice, as well as educational outlets 

including university teaching and museums and products produced to disseminate 

archaeological research and tourism. The fulfilment of planning conditions is a primary 

source of employment for prospective archaeologists (see Flatman 2011). Occupations 

within cultural resource management, contract archaeology, local government and central 

government are primarily funded through developer-funds, council tax and government 

grants (Ibid.). The private sector is the largest employer of archaeologists in the UK 

(Flatman 2011, 30). It is also the area where the largest amount of money is spent on 

archaeology in terms of direct payment for services, grants and awards (Flatman 2011, 

30). Non-development archaeology embraces the archaeological research and practice 

undertaken via academia and facilitators of public archaeology initiatives. These are 

funded through direct and indirect sources of income such as grants and tuition fees 

(Flatman 2011). Survey data underpins most published works about the economic impact 

of archaeology rather than qualitative assessment (All-Party Parliamentary Archaeology 

Group 2003; Vaizey 2014 and Aitchinson 2013a). In 2010 Paul Burtenshaw argued that 

archaeological impact assessments need to achieve a greater balance of quantifiable 
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economic and qualitative evidence in order to understand the value of archaeology 

(Burtenshaw 2010, 242). Bastow et al (2014) supported this view, arguing that sectors 

need to integrate cultural, social and economic benefits in assessments to justify 

disciplines despite the former being perceived weaker in comparison to quantifiable 

metrics (see Chapter 1). These viewpoints suggest that a more integrated and coherent 

approach is required. As the modern agenda is heavily weighted towards economic gain, 

such balanced approaches may for now be aspirational rather than attainable (Bastow et 

al 2014). Sonya Atalay (2010, 419) supports this view suggesting that while archaeology 

can produce evidence of economic and political impact, these outcomes may not convey 

‘urgency and importance’ for tax payers compared to issues such as human rights, health 

and wellbeing. Whereas Marion Blockley (1995, 103) argued that developer-led initiatives 

should provide positive benefits to their customers, whether that be the developer, a 

local community, or the wider public because archaeological initiatives occur for public 

benefit. Marion (1995) also argues that these positive impacts such as empowering local 

communities, should obtain greater recognition than they do at present (Ibid.). 

Highlighting the public benefits of archaeology is important as archaeologists working 

for local government are funded through council taxes and provide a vast range of 

services for both the public and commercial sector (Flatman 2011, 127–9). Sources of 

financial investment into local government archaeological services fluctuate as 

demonstrated by cuts in local government since the 2008 recession, which resulted in the 

withdrawal of funds from some heritage services (Section 1.3).  

It is clear from existing studies that a combination of quantitative and qualitative 

data enables a greater understanding about the benefits and limitations of projects. This 

is especially evident in research that focuses upon the impact of archaeology and heritage 

upon tourism in terms of visitor experience, authenticity and economic and educational 

benefits (see Burtenshaw 2010; 2014; McIntosh 1999; Ramsey et al 2008; Robb 1998; 

Rojas et al 2007). The preservation and presentation of sites for cultural purposes can 

result in job creation and an increase in tourism in deprived areas (See Holtorf 2005, 133; 

Ramsey et al 2008). For example, Doug Ramsey et al (2008) suggest that there was an 

increase in tourism to Belize, Central America as the direct result of increased 

archaeological investigation at sites such as Altun Ha, Xunantunich and Lamanai. Not 

only has this significantly aided the local economy, it has resulted in revenue being 

reinvested into further archaeological excavations (Ibid., 910). Through interviews with 

tourists the study found that archaeological research was seen to have had a positive 
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boost to the economy and education, however, this increase of tourism had also had a 

negative effect upon the identity of the local community, introduced over-

commercialisation, increased traffic, litter, resulted in stolen and damaged artefacts, and 

raised ethical concerns about the excavations of Mayan sites (Ramsey et al 2008, 913). 

Concerns of the over-commercialisation and the loss of authenticity are frequently 

identified as a negative impacts associated with increased tourist pressures (see McIntosh 

1999; Robb 1998). John Robb (1998) highlights the danger of reducing the authenticity 

of a site through the exploitation of the Arthurian legends loosely associated with 

Tintagel Castle in Cornwall. Visitor numbers indicate that Tintagel is the most visited 

castle in the West Country, despite its limited access and partial state of preservation 

(Ibid., 588 see also Orange and Laviolette 2010). Local businesses capitalise on these 

stories and probably serve to perpetuate them in public consciousness (Robb 1998, 580). 

Robb’s study suggests that the intangible connections, fact or legend, can be as important 

as the physical remains in attracting interest. It suggests that greater effort should be put 

into the interpretation and representation of sites for public consumption rather than 

such things being conducted as an afterthought (Robb 1998, 580). Both of these cases 

highlight that the impacts associated with an initiative can be simultaneously positive and 

negative depending upon the perspectives and experiences that are considered. Publicity, 

societal and economic impacts are often credited as being a positive outcome of 

initiatives yet these can create conflicts between stakeholders. The desire to promote a 

site or monument as a compelling destination can result in contestation between 

differing perceptions of authenticity and the pluralistic narratives and meaning that can 

become embedded with the place (see Meskell 2009, 2-4; Orange 2014; Skounti 2009, 

77). These issues highlight the importance of understanding and measuring qualitative 

information on different perspectives.  

The Research Excellence Framework for UK universities, discussed in depth in 

Section 2.2.3 above, provides a mechanism to assess the quantitative and qualitative data 

that can be elicited in relation to archaeological research and practice. While this provides 

the opportunity of a contextual approach to understanding archaeological impact, these 

self-reported REF case studies are predisposed to provide a positive rather than a 

balanced and critical account of the impact associated with archaeological initiatives. 

Academics are required to seek and elicit evidence that proves the impact of their 

research: a process that encourages the reporting of only positive impacts and potentially 

leaves important insights on negative outcomes unrecorded or reported (Karl 2011 see 
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also Epstein et al 2014, 3). In self-reported case-studies data that portrays a negative 

impact can be ignored rather than used to evaluate an initiative and used to improve 

future projects. In addition, the measurement of 'good impact' can become a vicious 

cycle that influences academics to focus upon research that create impacts that are highly 

regarded in current evaluations in order to achieve recognition and secure future funding 

(See also Epstein et al 2014, 13). This could lead to an increased emphasis on show-

stopping discoveries at the expense of more ephemeral and mundane research that 

results in an important impact that is slower to develop.  

Methodologies used in market research for corporations and start-ups facilitates 

the collection of data that can indicate the benefits, value for money, satisfaction and 

customer experience of products and services (Blockley 1995, 101). Such research is 

instigated as a basis for decision-making relating to the reputation and relationship 

between the business and the customer and ultimately an increase in profits (Ibid.). 

Applied market research can assist company decision-processes and increase customer 

satisfaction, which in turn can result in repeat business and referrals. Within developer-

led archaeology however, developers are obliged to fund initiatives through legislation 

rather than adhere to corporate motivated philosophies and customer appraisal  

(Kobylinski 2013, 198). Competitive tendering models used within developer-led 

archaeology can have negative effects on the quality of archaeological investigations: low 

bids for work may be competitive but can result in restricted finance for high quality 

excavation/post-excavation work (see Blockey 1995, 105 and Kobylinski 2013). The only 

regulation of the quality of contract archaeology exists through mitigation from local 

government county archaeologists and non-compulsory regulators such as the Chartered 

Institute for Archaeologists (CIfA) (see Blockley 1995, 101; Kobylinski 2013). Despite 

these barriers, market research methodologies provide principles that can enhance our 

understanding of the current impact of archaeology and highlight areas for improvement 

yet few studies have been published relating to professional archaeology. Exceptions 

include Kenneth Aitchison's (1999) base-line study which collected employment data of 

archaeologists employed in the UK. This research contributed to subsequent European 

research and analysis about the archaeological profession (Aitchison 2013a). Both 

projects collected market research data to provide a broad overview of the demographics 

of contemporary archaeologists to identify market trends and obstacles that limit 

archaeological employment opportunities across Europe (Aitchison 2013a; 2009). The 

successful project has been utilised extensively to provide demographic overviews for 
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subsequent qualitative projects such as Paul Everill’s (2009) qualitative study of the 

archaeological profession. Similar baseline studies have been conducted in Australia (see 

Ulm et al 2013) however the main difficultly with this type of research is that it is 

problematic to make cross-cultural comparisons because each region and/or country 

works under different parameters (Ibid.).  

2.4.3 Culture and Impact 

While the pursuit of knowledge is a fundamental motivation for archaeology, Simon 

Bastow et al (2014, 248) argues that the cultural significance of research findings may not 

be immediately apparent and the impact of discoveries can result in short- as well as 

long-term impacts. The absence of recognition for this kind of dynamic could negatively 

influence future investment decisions (see Section 2.2). Since the 1970s attempts have 

been made to prioritise avenues of archaeological research through the creation of 

datasets (for instance Clack and Gosling 1976). For instance, in 1976 a survey of 

archaeological sites in the north-east of England was compiled to identify and spatially 

represent known archaeological sites and potential threats from planned developments in 

the region (Clack and Gosling 1976, 1-2). This created a body of data that informed the 

Department of the Environment Regional Advisory Committee on Archaeology of the 

priorities for the excavation of sites at risk. It also highlighted areas of archaeological 

potential for developers (Ibid.). Prioritising investment for archaeological endeavours that 

focus upon sites at risk was especially important because of the limited funding available 

at this time from public sector investment for rescue initiatives. This system enabled a 

number of notable rescue initiatives such as the excavations at the Black Gate in 

Newcastle and on Elvet Riverside (I and II) in Durham (Carver 1974; Harbottle 1974). 

With this framework funders could prioritise initiatives perceived to have greater cultural 

impact in terms knowledge produced (Section 4). Three decades later the North East 

Regional Framework (NERRF) was compiled within the context of developer-funded 

archaeology, providing a research agenda for the study of archaeological sites, historic 

buildings and landscapes in the region (Petts and Gerrard 2006). To achieve this, 

NERRF provides a systematic assessment of current knowledge of archaeology in the 

region and a suggested research agenda and strategy (Ibid.). Similar to the Clack and 

Gosling (1976) gazetteer, NERRF was designed to inform various stakeholders about 

priorities within archaeological research in the north-east and to encourage the use of 

data to contribute to wider research agendas.  
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 While both frameworks have been influential, their true reach remains unknown. 

They carry an inherent risk, in that they prioritise and impose research interests upon the 

archaeological community to drive research and therefore only impact certain routes of 

exploration. For instance, Rachel Crellin et al (2016) critiqued existing regional research 

frameworks in terms of their modern political borders which are irrelevant to past social 

organisation and divisions. These artificial borders constrain the development of 

priorities for periods such as the prehistoric era, at which time such administrative 

divisions were entirely unknown (Ibid., 2). This issue could be addressed with the creation 

of a set of nationalised priorities however, this would detract from the advantage of 

NERRF’s regional focus that highlights local heritages and priorities. Perhaps the current 

transformation of NERRF into a more dynamic and inclusive document available online, 

alongside other regional frameworks could create a more adaptable link between 

archaeological remains and research priorities. In addition, the inclusion of a broader-

scope of individuals within the redraft would ensure that local heritages are not 

unintentionally overlooked in terms of non-academic and specialist priorities. For 

instance, while there is great academic and specialist interest in prehistoric, Roman and 

Anglo-Saxon archaeology; some local residents have a particular interest and concern for 

the erosion of industrial heritage as demonstrated in interviews conducted during the 

Contemporary and Competing Vistas project in 2010 and the North of England Civic 

Trust coalfield-area consultation initiative (Laidler 2011 and North of England Civic 

Trust 2011). By identifying the types of heritage valued and appreciated by a diverse 

range of stakeholders greater reflexive thought can be achieved about the marginalised 

heritages and areas of public interest that have failed to capture academic attention.  

 The dissemination of knowledge has a cultural impact upon how people view and 

understand the past, in addition to representations of archaeology within popular culture 

(see Holtorf 2005; 2007). The extent to which disseminated knowledge is accessed and 

used by society is however poorly understood. Initiatives such as the Archaeological 

Data Service (ADS) have resulted in the digitisation of grey-literature reports allowing 

better and wider access. Anthropologist, David Shankland (2012, 11) acknowledged the 

extensive availability of archaeological reports in comparison to those associated with 

anthropological fieldwork. Nicole Beale (2012) highlighted the positive way in which the 

Internet acts as a vector for engaging members of the public with archaeological projects. 

Increased accessibility through open-access has created new communities, pathways to 

introduce participatory involvement and increased communication between professionals 
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and wider public audiences enabling greater knowledge exchange (Ibid., 614). Conversely, 

Natalie Swanepoel (2005) argued that there are ‘Archaeo-Pessimists’, who believe 

archaeology has little relevance and significance within everyday life. The extent to which 

knowledge available online is accessed by non academic or professional audiences is 

debatable because while metrics demonstrate the number of times a report is 

downloaded, it cannot provide an insight into who is viewing downloads, how the 

knowledge is used and what impact it has created (see Holtorf 2005; 2007; Bastow et al 

2014, 251).  

 Popular culture often uses archaeological knowledge within television productions, 

films and games however; the accuracy of how data is used is debatable because these 

products aim to provide entertainment (Boniface 1995, 32). Cornelius Holtorf (2007, 29-

30) supported the view, claiming that archaeological knowledge and objects are used 

within contemporary popular culture for entertainment to obtain viewers that increase 

advertising revenue rather than focusing upon accuracy. While Joe Flatman (2011) 

argued that depictions of archaeology in the media have misrepresented what 

archaeology is and what archaeologists do (Ibid., 1). He suggests that archaeologists are 

‘portrayed as the good guys’ and that they are ‘glamorous heroes’ (Ibid., 10). Popular 

culture could have a profound impact upon people's perceptions of archaeology, perhaps 

as Holtorf (2007 and 2005) argues non-archaeologists have little interest in the physical 

remains found in archaeology but have a greater interest in the romanticism and 

adventure of discovering the past (Holtorf 2005, 157; see also Wallace 2004). 

Misrepresentation of archaeology in the media through films such as Indiana Jones and 

Time Team means there is often a high level of disappointment for individuals on their 

first dig where nothing 'exciting' is found (Orange 2012, 105). Hillary Orange (Ibid.) 

labelled this disappointment as the 'Indiana Jones' effect. These observations highlight 

the complexity associated with discerning between the impacts directly associated with 

archaeological research and practice and secondary outcomes produced by popularised 

representations of the discipline.  

2.5 Methodological Issues  

In order to demonstrate impact it is imperative that a valid methodology is engineered to 

collect and process primary data. This is especially important when the results of impact 

evaluations are used to determine the effectiveness, efficiency and benefits of initiatives 

in order to inform corporations, non-profit organisations and academic departments of 



	   61	  

the success of their strategies and support bids for further financial and resource-driven 

investment (see Epstein et al 2014; Maas and Liket 2010, 448; Smith et al 2011). Until the 

1970s few corporations that invested in philanthropy measured the impacts of their 

investments (Husted and de Jesus Salazar 2006, 446) resulting in investments at times 

into poorly selected initiatives that failed to gain desired returns (Ibid.). In order to 

mitigate against poor investments, governments, shareholders and organisations have 

gradually became more accountable through increased transparency and assessment of 

the returns gained through expenditure (Maas and Liket 2010). This paradigm 

encourages corporate social responsibility, where firms and organisations became 

accountable for their impacts upon society, rather than placing sole emphasis on 

economic gain (Ibid., 447).  

 There are a range of existing impact measures that can be applied to archaeology 

(See Chapter 1, Tab. 1.1). Many focus upon measuring the success of initiatives against 

pre-defined criteria. This approach enables the creation of comparisons between the 

achievements of different projects and organisations as the same criteria have been used 

to assess achievements. Impact evaluations have the positive benefit of encouraging the 

measurement of social impacts in terms of metrics rather than emotive and 

unsubstantiated claims (Burtenshaw 2010; Bastow et al 2014). The term ‘impact’ is often 

subjective, however, and varies between projects and organisations (see Section 1.1 and 

Chapter 9). In addition the terms and scales used to determine impact measures may 

create conflict in the way that project organisers wish to be represented. For example, 

impact measures that are developed to translate social impacts into monetised market 

values, such as the Social Return on Investment Scale (SROI), conflict with the non-monetary 

motivations for non-profit initiatives (Arvidson and Lyon 2014, 877; Maas and Liket 

2010). As David Byrne (2009) argues ‘we cannot establish universal laws in social 

sciences’ (Ibid., 1) and while it is an aim within the social science to understand causation 

‘beyond the unique instances’, it is also important to recognise the limits of 

generalisations rather than create universal laws (Ibid.). The archaeological discipline does 

not have an independent over-arching system of impact assessment that is independent 

from external drivers- instead as we have seen measures vary across its sub-sectors. Marc 

Epstein et al (2014) argues that the concept of creating a universal system of impact 

assessment is problematic due to the subjectivity of the term (also see Section 1.1). For 

example, even within the archaeological sector, initiatives operate within the parameters 

of different contexts, challenges and opportunities. This makes it fundamentally 
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problematic to compare the impact between one initiative and another (see Chapters 4 

and 9).   

 There is some debate about the value of impact in terms of how much the drive 

for accountability is shaping projects and research pursuits. In addition, academics have 

highlighted the potential for organisations to use the impact drive to create positive 

impacts that enhance their reputation rather than deliver real societal change. Karen 

Maas and Kellie Liket (2010) attempted to create a conceptual framework to understand 

how companies engage with philanthropic activities. Between 2005 and 2007 industry 

specific questionnaires were used to collect metrics on the size of different companies 

and philanthropic expenditure in relation to industry and regional factors (Maas and 

Liket 2010). In addition, interviews were used to obtain details about the motivations of 

different firms (Ibid.). This research highlighted the strategic drivers behind philanthropic 

activities geared to help increasing stakeholder satisfaction and the reputation of the 

business (Maas and Liket 2010, 446). This leads into ethical debates about the 

construction of projects that obtain desirable impacts to meet external measurement 

criteria to enhance reputation. The introduction of impact assessments has resulted in 

mixed receptions. Simon Smith et al (2011) evaluated online discussions, media 

exchanges and blogs to assess people’s perceptions about the introduction of HEFCEs 

Research Excellence Framework. His research highlighted concerns that increased 

monitoring was a threat to academic autonomy and was a symptom of the increased 

political steering and control of research through prioritising rewards and funding for 

initiatives that conformed to contemporary priorities (Ibid., 1370-1).  

2.5.1 Methods o f  Measurement 

Archaeologists who have attempted to study people's experiences and perceptions of 

archaeology have frequently borrowed methods from other academic disciplines. For 

example, both Faye Simpson (2008; 2009; 2010) and Hilary Orange (2008; 2012) used 

ethnographic observation and interview procedures to collect a range of data to support 

their research objectives. In order to develop an informed and effective research design 

for this project, this section explores established methods of data collection and analysis.  

 Impact frameworks often use quantitative and qualitative measures to provide 

evidence of the change, benefit and value of initiatives. For example, project evaluations 

for HLF assessments require quantitative metrics to demonstrate the scope, scale and 

demographics of those who were involved in the project and encourage organisers to 
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collect broader qualitative feedback to determine additional project impacts (HLF 2008, 

17-8). The use of mixed-method research is common within sociological studies. 

Quantitative data is often used to provide a broader context of the studied phenomenon 

while qualitative responses facilitate an understanding of complex macro themes (see 

Silverman 1986, 15). The value of impact metrics is heavily weighted towards quantitative 

statistics rather than qualitative narratives (see Burtenshaw 2010 and Bastow 2014). This 

is demonstrated by Simon et al (2014) who claims that the social sciences and humanities 

result in ‘waves of superficial narratives’, as opposed to STEM subjects which can verify 

their impact with substantive metrical evidence (see also Section 1.1). In this project, in 

response, it was deemed necessary to incorporate the collection of both qualitative and 

quantitative datasets to evidence the impact of archaeological research and practice in the 

north-east region. While quantitative data can provide a longitudinal base-line of the 

macro outputs of archaeological initiatives during the study period, qualitative 

methodologies can provide micro-insights into the regional and localised perceptions of 

impact. In addition, qualitative data can provide insights into impacts that are not 

tangible or directly quantifiable in metric terms (see Section 2.3).  

 The study of impact operates within paradigms of cause and effect and in this 

research the cause of impact, or rather, the studied phenomenon, is archaeological 

research and practices and their associated processes. Effects are the impacts or 

outcomes connected to these studied phenomenon. Cause and effect studies have 

received criticism for the over simplicity of conclusions (Mehan 1979; Silverman 1986, 8-

9). For example, David Silverman (1986, 8-9) criticised these studies because of the 

difficulties associated with the identification of variables that contribute to the creation 

of impacts. A correlational study that examines archaeological research and practice and 

associated outputs such as dissemination products, would result in a simplistic insight 

into benefits and challenges and do little to further our understanding of the topic. 

Nicholas Weller and Jeb Barnes (2014), however, have created a mixed-method approach 

which combines quantitative hypothesis-led and qualitative case-study data to analyse the 

pathways between causal mechanisms and outcomes. This was developed in relation to 

understanding the impacts of US Supreme Court justices' voting decisions but has 

relevance for any form of study that is geared to understanding causal mechanisms. The 

project involved collecting broad baseline knowledge about the causal mechanism in 

order to create hypotheses that could be tested within in-depth case-studies (Weller and 

Barnes 2014, 19). In terms of this thesis, this mixed method approach would involve 
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conducting a baseline assessment focused upon archaeological mechanisms and outputs 

in the region, and then testing this against results achieved via subsequent in-depth 

qualitative study.  

  The creation of hypotheses from the outset of the research provides a basis to 

test statements later using quantitative or qualitative data sources. Archaeologists such as 

Lewis Binford advocate hypothesis-based research because it provides a direction for 

research and grounds archaeology within scientific methods (Binford 1972, 90-3; 

Johnson 2005, 20-6). The creation of hypotheses can be used to set an initial series of 

questions for eliciting impact information in broad or case-study led research. As 

identified in Table 1.2, existing impact evaluations often focus upon pre-defined criteria 

to assess desirable impacts. This approach provides a focus for impact assessments but it 

can inhibit advancement in understanding of the variety of benefits and challenges 

associated with archaeology (Section 2.2.3). A hypothesis-led approach has the advantage 

of allowing reflection and development of the data-capture methods and questions 

facilitating opportunities to explore unexpected impacts and negative, as well as positive, 

responses. Hypothesis-led approaches are, however, critiqued by David Silverman (1986, 

3) who argues that social science research is unlike other sciences because ‘social 

variables are intrinsically more difficult to isolate and test’, and also because criteria-

driven approaches can result in researchers imposing concepts upon participants. The 

traditional model of creating testable hypothesis can thus be challenged by the 

introduction of the grounded theory approach (Silverman 1986, 3) and since 1967 this 

has one of the most popular models used in the design of qualitative research in the 

social sciences (Strauss and Corbin 1997, vii). 

  Grounded theory is a tool that facilitates the collection of a range of qualitative 

data using broad questions within participatory-led data collection methods such as 

questionnaires, interviews and focus groups (Ibid.). Collected data is then categorised and 

used to create theories that are tested through subsequent data collection events (Glaser 

and Strauss 1999, 2-3). Theories that are produced through grounded theory are dynamic 

and evolve during the research process (Glaser and Strauss 1999, 32). This method thus 

builds substantially on the 'hypothesis' testing approach allowing far greater variability in 

terms of how responses can be pursued and further explored. This enables the researcher 

to observe whether the developing theories are supported within subsequent participant 

narratives. Grounded theory also provides the opportunity to collect and analyse data 

without the imposition of culturally-constructed boundaries and facilitates a greater 
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understanding of both the positive and negative impacts of archaeological research and 

practice regardless of the parameters imposed by externally produced markers. It also 

avoids the selection of case-study examples that support researcher hypotheses and 

biases (Glaser and Strauss 1999, 5). In this way, grounded theory facilitates the creation 

of new substantive theories derived specifically from the data collected in that particular 

study, rather attempting to fit data into static paradigms (Ibid.). Grounded theory is thus a 

beneficial approach for the study of the impact of archaeological research and practice. 

Similar to behavioural archaeology (see Section 2.3.1) grounded theory focuses upon the 

relationship between the participant and the catalyst (see Strauss 1999, 6). In this project 

archaeological research and practice are the core phenomenon identified as the implicit 

drive behind the impacts being measured. Grounded theory provides a method to 

deconstruct how participants understand and interact with different complex processes 

as well as the complexity of outcomes through constant reflexivity and comparisons 

(Strauss 1999, 6-7). As an approach, grounded theory lends itself, therefore to deeper 

more reflective exploration of the effects of archaeological research and practice on 

different participant groups. It allows for the pursuit of positive as well as negative 

impacts, and the interrogation and testing of these at multiple-levels of depth via a mix of 

quantitative and qualitative data. 

 2.5.2 Data Col le c t ion Methods 

Quantitative and qualitative data can provide an understanding of the scale and scope of 

archaeological research and practice in addition to an insight into people's perceptions, 

knowledge, values and attitudes. Examination of existing elicitation methods led to the 

identification of three main methods of obtaining quantitative and qualitative data that 

can be used for the collection of data in this research. These include interviews, opinion 

questionnaires and desk-based research.  

  Interviews are a well-established method for gathering data on perceptions and 

experience within archaeological research (see Everill 2009; Orange 2013a; Laidler 2011 

and 2013). For example, William Rathje et al (2013) published a series of transcripts 

conducted with some notable academics that have specialised in archaeological discourse, 

these included Lewis Binford and Lynn Meskell. The unprocessed transcripts provided 

raw insights into contemporary theory and practice within archaeology (Ibid.). In 

addition, Paul Everill (2009) and Thomas Yarrow (2003) used interviews to gain a greater 

understanding of the experiences of archaeological practitioners. This research provided 
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qualitative insights that complement the broad quantitative overview of the commercial 

sector outlined in Keith Aitchison’s profiling the profession initiatives (Aitchison 1999; 

2009; Aitchison and Rock-Macqueen 2013). Within the social sciences a number of 

handbooks and publications are available that outline the best courses of practice for 

qualitative data collection (see Black 1999; Oppenheim 2000; Silverman 1986; 2008). 

James Holstein et al (1995, 1–2) argue that interviews are somewhat naively seen by 

interdisciplinary researchers to provide ‘windows on the world’, however, interviews are 

not neutral or objective, but temporal snap-shots co-produced through the active 

engagement between the interviewer and the interviewee (Holstein et al 1995, 2–4 see 

also Black 1999, 2; Oppenheim 2000, 176; Silverman 1987, 162-4). Repeat interviews 

between the same interviewer and interviewee, produced at different times in different 

circumstances, will produce different narratives even if the same questions are used 

(Holstein et al 1995, 9 see also Black 1999, 2). Therefore, interviews are static snap-shots 

achieved in a particular moment in time. They are subject to errors through 

miscommunication as well, although this can be mitigated against if the interviewer is 

knowledgeable about the topics and contexts that their questions cover (Holstein and 

Gurium 1995, 45–6). The interviewer’s knowledge of the subject covered is thus a key 

component facilitating rapport between the interviewer and interviewee through a shared 

understanding of the ‘ethnographic context’ (Oppenheim 2000, 89-90 and Holstein and 

Gubrium 1995, 45). While the interviewers knowledge may have a positive effect upon 

individuals directly engaged in archaeological research, it can also have an adverse effect 

(see Section 3). It can result in assumptions being made about existing knowledge or 

understanding, or about effects and circumstances. It can also cause an interviewer to 

lead an interviewee too readily through a perceived shared commonality relating to the 

discipline. Despite these limitations, interviews remain a useful approach for the 

elicitation of perceptions about the impacts associated with archaeological practice and 

research.  

Questionnaires are another frequently used method used to obtain data on 

perceptions of heritage and archaeology (see Orange 2013b). Similar to interview 

techniques there are a range of publications which provide advice and suggestions as to 

how to produce questionnaires to meet research agendas (see Brace 2015; Oppenheim 

2000). Questionnaires can be used to collect both quantitative and qualitative data 

depending on whether the questions asked require a descriptive (numerical) or a 

perception based response (Oppenheim 2000). Market researcher Ian Brace (2015, 1) 
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argues that the most critical element of a successful questionnaire is the ability to ask 

questions that address the project agenda, phrased in a way that prompts the respondent 

to answer honestly and accurately. As Oppenheim (2000, 10 and 100-1) points out, each 

question is a tool to measure a certain variable and therefore they must be well conceived 

and implemented. Within questionnaires it is easy to phrase questions in a way that can 

cause a misunderstanding between what the research is asking and what the respondent 

thinks the researcher is asking (Ibid., 82). These issues highlight the importance of 

conducting a pilot stage, so errors and misunderstandings in questionnaires can be 

identified and addressed before they are used on a larger scale (see also Oppenheim 

2000, 47). Questionnaires often have a poor response rate in comparison to interviews 

and they can present difficulties for people with poor literacy, visual handicaps and 

language barriers (Ibid., 81 and 102). Questionnaires also do not provide an opportunity 

to correct misunderstandings or probe for explanations. There is also no control over the 

order that the questions are answered or opportunities for observational assessments 

(Oppenheim 2000, 102). However, they are low cost to produce, avoid the influence of 

interviewer bias and can be dispersed easily.  

Desk-based assessments can produce knowledge that provides a long-term 

insight into the impact of archaeological practice and research (Beale 2012; Welch 2000). 

Catherine Welch (2000) highlighted the value of utilising archival records because it can 

present longitudinal insights into business development and can complement other 

forms of data collection such as interviews and focus groups (Ibid.). Business data usually 

consists of board minutes, papers, meetings, memos, briefings, emails and policy papers, 

diaries, staff records, financial statements, invoices, dealer agreements, licenses order 

forms and invoices (Welch 2000, 198). This data can mitigate against the limitations 

presented through interview techniques such as observer effects where participants can 

be unwittingly lead by the phrases used in questions (Welch 2000, 200). However, 

business data can be problematic to locate, access and obtain permission to use content 

(Ibid.). In addition the credibility of the records cannot always be validated, as some 

authors may not be objective about what is documented (Welch 2000). Secondly, there 

are sometimes too many data entries that do not form a complete chronology of events, 

this can create problems in terms of sifting for data and complicate the process of coding 

and identifying patterns from coded themes (Ibid., 203–5). Within this project desk-based 

assessment of grey-literature, publications and archived sources has been used to gain 

insights into the scale and scope of archaeological research and practice in the region in 
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order to achieve contextual insights that complement the qualitative and quantitative data 

obtained through interviews and questionnaires. Interview, questionnaire and desk-based 

methods have strengths and weaknesses, however they enable participant engagement 

and result in the collection of data that can be compared and contrasted to create a new 

insight into the impact of archaeological research and practice in the region.  

2.5.3 Strengths and Limitat ions 

Methods used to gather data about the impact of various agendas have been highly 

criticised for their simplicity, which has led to the development of more complex systems 

of measurement (Martin 2011, 248). Despite the increasing acknowledgement of the 

cultural social and political impacts of research and the introduction of measure, there 

are still issues relating to how we collect robust evidence to support our claims of impact 

(Bastow et al 2014 and Burtenshaw 2010). Adopting a purely economic approach to 

impact would undermine the many intangible benefits of archaeological research – 

elements that are becoming increasingly recognised in national and international agendas 

(Historic England 2012; UNESCO 2003; Deacon et al 2007). A general critique of many 

published social research projects is the lack of a control group to compare findings with 

(see Oppenheim 2000, 9). A. N. Oppenheim argues that a control group allows the 

researcher to verify their interpretations when more than one interpretation may be 

correct (Oppenheim 2000, 9). For example, the impact of archaeological research and 

practice upon those directly involved through careers, academia and outreach could 

present a series of variables that indicate the effects of archaeology as understood and 

felt by these groups. However, without a control group of individuals who are not 

connected to archaeological initiatives the true reach of archaeological research and 

practice cannot be fully understood. The issue with the establishment of a control group 

is that it is difficult to recruit individuals in an assessment of archaeology if they do not 

have an interest or a connection to the sector. As demonstrated in the following 

chapters, many participants involved in archaeology in the region felt privileged to 

participate in community projects and volunteer initiatives. Their insights provide 

interesting information on how we may better recruit individuals who have previously 

had no contact with archaeological research and practice. A control group exercise was 

not attempted in this project, as the aims of the thesis are to understand the effects and 

reach of archaeological research and practice and gain insights into why people get 
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involved and how their experience influences their perceptions of archaeology (Section 

1.4).   

2.6 Summary 

This chapter has presented theoretical and methodological paradigms that can be taken 

forward to explore the impact of archaeological research. The literature has 

demonstrated the complexity of conducting research on the impact of archaeological 

research and practice. Archaeology is a multidimensional term which is used to describe 

physical remains of the past, processes of investigation, disseminated products and 

manifestations of the discipline within popular culture. Perceptions of the impact of 

archaeological research are not the product of cause and effect, rather they are created 

through a complex interaction between an individual or group of individuals and 

primary, secondary, tertiary or quarterly products. The impact of archaeology is produced 

through the contemporary value we place upon archaeological evidence (see Smith et al 

2006). This complex relationship is mitigated by the values, experiences, knowledge and 

beliefs an individual can bring to archaeology and influence of broader social, cultural, 

economic and political contexts  (Kuhn 1962/2012; Rathje et al 2013, 9). Reflexive and 

behavioural paradigms within archaeological dialogues provide a theoretical premise that 

complements the interrelated factors involved in assessing the impact of archaeological 

research. The diversity of perceptions encountered in this research creates an element of 

difficulty in terms of understanding and representing a cohesive account about the 

impact of archaeology.  

  This chapter suggests that archaeology has a social, economic and cultural 

impact as demonstrated by a range of research into the value of the topic. Despite the 

increased focus upon benefit, value and significance to date there has not been a regional 

assessment that focuses upon the impact of archaeological research and practice for 

different stakeholders. In addition, as Section 2.3 highlights, it is important to consider 

both the positive and negative impacts associated with archaeological initiatives, as both 

can be simultaneously present for different stakeholders. This issue is encountered when 

considering the influence of popularised archaeological products such as film and 

television and the balance between entertainment and misinformation. The impacts 

associated with archaeology can derive from the outcomes related to evidence-based 

knowledge obtained from archaeological research and practice in addition to popular 

culture and its variable degrees of accuracy. Methodological examples explored in this 
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chapter contribute towards constructing a methodological framework to explore the 

impact of archaeology (see Chapter 3). As identified in Section 2.4 there has been a range 

of research that has been applied to explore people's perceptions and experiences of the 

subject. The use of Barnes and Weller’s (2014) causal mechanisms and Glaser and 

Strauss's (1999) grounded theory facilitates a mixed-method strategy that combines 

quantitative hypothesis-led and reflexive qualitative approaches. The methodological 

approach influenced by this literature review is outlined in Chapter 3.   
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Chapter 3 

Approaches and Methods 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter outlines the methods and approaches developed from the literature review 

and pilot study questionnaires and interviews, to address the aims and objectives set out 

in Section 1.4 (see Chapter 2 and Section 3.2). As discussed in Sections 1.3, 2.3 and 2.4 

traditional assessments of impact often operate with hypothesis-led pre-defined 

benchmarks that focus upon societal, cultural, economic and environmental benefits (see 

Tab 1.1). The pilot study, discussed in this chapter, highlights the limitations of using 

pre-defined criteria primarily because they facilitate the collection of data that confirms 

existing patterns and understandings of impact, rather than produce insights into the 

benefits and challenges associated with archaeological research and practice. To address 

this issue, a mixed-method approach was developed which combines hypothesis-led 

quantitative and grounded theory qualitative data collection. This approach enabled the 

collection of a broad range of data including a total of 104 interview; and 8 focus group 

transcripts in addition to a range of quantifiable metrics (summarised in Chapters 4 and 

5). Data provided unique insights into the impacts associated with archaeology in the 

north-east from the perspectives of academics, volunteers and career archaeologist 

(discussed in Chapters 6-8). In addition, quantifiable data collected from Historical 

Environment Records (HER) was spatially represented within geographical information 

systems (GIS) and quantifiably analysed which enabled a deeper understanding of the 

link between research and rescue operational contexts and the distribution of 

archaeological projects (Chapter 4).  

 This chapter begins with an evaluation of the pilot study (Section 3.2). Section 

3.3 outlines the theoretical premise that underpin the methodological approaches 

described in Section 3.4. Here, the core quantitative and qualitative data collection 

approaches, sampling strategy and ethical considerations are outlined. The core data 

elicitation approaches used in this research includes interviews, focus groups and 

questionnaires. These methods were selected because they have been tested in 

multidisciplinary studies and have an increased uptake in archaeological research that 

explores how people experience and perceive archaeology (Section 2.4; Everill 2009; 

Cooper and Yarrow 2012; Orange 2013a; 2013b; Silverman 1986, 15; Simpson 2009; 
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2010; Yarrow 2003). Section 3.5 outlines the range of processes used to analyse both 

quantitative and qualitative dataset.  

 

Part I: The Pilot Study 

3.2 The Pilot Study: the Development of Questionnaires and Interviews 

Insights gained from the literature review were used to inform the initial research design 

piloted between March and July 2015. In particular, Hilary Orange's (2013a and 2013b, 

28) multifaceted approach that involved a range of sociological methods including 

interviews, questionnaires, observation and traditional historical archive searches (Section 

2.3.1) and Paul Everill's (2009) qualitative interviews and thematic analysis of people's 

experiences and perceptions of British commercial archaeology (Section 2.3.2 and 2.5.2) 

directly influenced the pilot study by exemplifying the effectiveness of their methods. 

The pilot was conducted to test the effectiveness of the data collection methods before 

they became an integral part of the research process. Data collection included 

questionnaires and interviews that were designed to gain insights into the scale and scope 

of archaeological societies and commercial units in the region in addition to an 

understanding of the societal, economic and cultural impacts associated with 

archaeology. Both questionnaires and interviews were piloted with participants that met 

the sampling criteria described further in Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 below. Each method 

was assessed in terms of strengths and limitations acquired through analysis of the data, 

verbal feedback and observations.  

3.2.1 Pi lot  Quest ionnaires  

The three sector-specific questionnaires were designed to gather data from volunteers, 

directors of archaeological units and local societies (see Tab. 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3). A 

comprehensive analysis of the questionnaire feedback is presented and analysed in 

Section 5.2 and typed copies of feedback are available in the Appendix. 

 The volunteer questionnaire was piloted in 2015 at Sewingshields topographical 

survey with Tynedale Archaeology Group (TAG) and at Wark Castle and Flodden Hill in 

Northumberland. In total 26 volunteers completed and returned the printed 

questionnaire. Questions 1 to 3 aimed to gather a range of demographic metrics about 

gender, age and home town as either a text or a multiple choice response, in order to 

evaluate the representativeness of the dataset (Tab. 3.1, 1-3). Questions 4 asked 
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participants to provide details about their association with archaeological and history 

societies, to obtain details about people's connections with established groups and 

identify trends (Tab. 3.1, 4). Questions 5 and 6 requested participants to describe how 

they heard about the Flodden 500 or the Sewingshields project and why they chose to 

volunteer (Tab. 3.1, 5-6). These questions provided insights into the pathways that enable 

engagement in archaeology and people's motivation to become involved. Questions 7 to 

9 focused upon the impact of archaeology. Open-ended questions were used to 

encourage participants to describe their motivation for participating in archaeological 

research and practice, in addition to the benefits, drawbacks and costs that they associate 

with the sector (Tab. 3.1, 7-9). Questions 11 to 13 asked participants to provide details 

about the skills and experiences they brought to, and took from, the volunteer project 

they were currently engaged with and outline their previous experiences in archaeology 

(Tab. 3.1, 11-13). These questions provided participants the opportunity to describe the 

cultural impacts associated with archaeology in terms of skills and training. To conclude 

question 14 requested participants to express additional thoughts about the impacts 

associated with archaeology and questionnaire feedback (Tab. 3.1, 14). Responses to this 

question facilitated the identification of themes that were not covered in the 

questionnaire and provided evaluative feedback to assess the pilot study.  

 

Table 3.1 Summary of questions included in the pilot volunteer questionnaire with 

explanation and required response 

 
Question: Question explanation: Response required: 
1. Please specify your gender: Demographic question used to gain 

an insight into the range and 
proportion of genders identified. 

Text response 
 

2. Please indicate your age 
group: 

Demographic question used to gain 
an insight into the age range of 
participants involved in the pilot 
questionnaire.  

Multiple choice response: 
-18-24 
-25-34 
-35-44 
-45-54 
-55-64 
-65-74 
-75+ 

3. Please indicate your 
hometown: 

To gain an insight into the distance 
participants travelled to volunteer in 
archaeology. 

Text response 

4. Are you associated with any 
archaeological or history 
groups? and if so, which ones? 

To gain an understanding of 
participant's connections to 
established groups and societies and 
to identify popular associations.  

Text response 

5. Where did you hear about To identify pathways of engagement. Text response 
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the [Flodden 500/Tynedale 
North of the Wall] project? 
6. Why did you choose to get 
involved with the [Flodden 
500/Tynedale North of the 
Wall] project? 

To gain an insight into participant's 
motivations to volunteer. 

Text response 

7. What are the benefits of 
participating in archaeological 
projects? 

To encourage participants to list the 
positive impacts associated with 
involvement in archaeological 
projects.   

Text response 

8. What are the drawbacks of 
participating in archaeological 
projects? 

To encourage participants to list the 
negative impacts associated with 
involvement in archaeological 
projects.   

Text response 

9. What cost have you 
incurred through 
volunteering? 

This question aimed to encourage 
participants to provide details about 
the financial and personal 
investments that they have made to 
contribute to archaeology.  

Multiple choice response: 
-Travel 
-Accommodation 
-Equipment 
-Clothing 
-Membership fees 
-Time 
-None 
-Other (please specify) 

10. What skills and 
experiences do you think you 
brought to this project? 

To explore the skills and experiences 
that participants brought to projects. 

Text response 

11. What skills and 
experiences do you think you 
will take away from this 
project? 

To explore the skills and experiences 
that participants took away from 
projects. 

Text response 

12. Would you recommend 
that a friend or family 
member should volunteer in 
an archaeological project? and 
why? 

This  question aimed to identify the 
values that participants associated 
with archaeology and how they 
would 'advertise' involvement to 
others.  

Text response 

13. Please could you indicate 
the projects and sites that you 
have been involved with? 

To gain an insight into the variety of 
projects that participants had 
previously engaged with, the 
duration of time spent volunteering 
and the skills they associate with 
each one.  

Text response with 
prompts: 

-Project name (E.g. 
Flodden 500) 
-Name of site (e.g. 
Wark Castle) 
-Duration spent on site 
(e.g. one week, two 
days every week) 
-Training received (e.g. 
skills learned) 

14. Do you have any further 
comments about the impact 
of archaeological research or 
this questionnaire? 

To allow participants to add any 
additional thoughts about the impact 
of archaeology in the north-east 
and/or feedback about the 
questionnaire.  

Text response 

 

The volunteer questionnaire was successful in obtaining data for quantitative and 

qualitative analysis. Demographic questions enabled subsequent analysis about the 
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individuals involved in the pilot questionnaire and tentative insights into inclusivity 

within volunteer archaeology (discussed further in Section 5.3). Qualitative feedback 

facilitated the collection of a range of personal insights that could be coded into the 

social, economic and cultural themes that are commonly identified within existing impact 

assessments (see Section 2.4). The limited space provided within the printed 

questionnaire restricted the extent that participants could describe the impacts that they 

associate with archaeological practice and research. In addition, the use of pre-established 

criteria to code responses limited the inferences that could be extracted. The data 

collected from the volunteer questionnaire provided valuable insights into the impact of 

archaeology and weaknesses associated with this method (see Section 5.3, Tab. 5.5).  

 The primary limitation of this method was the amount of time that it took 

participants to complete the pilot questionnaire. Despite containing only 14 questions, 

many requested a qualitative response, which require greater time to respond than 

multiple-choice. Volunteers also highlighted that there was a sense of ‘questionnaire 

fatigue’ also known as 'respondent fatigue' related to the quantity of paperwork they were 

asked to complete by project organisers (see Hess et al 2012). On-site paperwork 

participants encountered included participatory questionnaires used for impact 

assessments that evaluate projects for funding bodies; risk assessments and next of kin 

forms. The latter two types of forms are required to enable participants to volunteer 

within an initiative. There are methods that can be used to remedy the effects of 

respondent fatigue, for instance reducing the length of a questionnaire or selecting 

participants who have not been recently involved in comparable assessments (Hess et al 

2012). These approaches may be beneficial in reducing respondent fatigue, but would 

significantly reduce the quantity of qualitative data collected. In addition, during the pilot 

at the Flodden Hill a member of the organisation team produced a questionnaire to 

gather evidence of the project's impact for the Heritage Lottery Funded evaluation. 

Examination of the HLF evaluation survey made it apparent that volunteers were being 

asked questions similar to those included in the pilot questionnaire. The similarities 

between the questions increased the likelihood of respondent fatigue and conflict 

between this research and data collection conducted by project organisers because 

participants were being requested to complete multiple and similar questionnaires. A 

sense of respondent fatigue was evident in the dramatic variations in length and 

specificity of feedback. For instance, some participants responded to a qualitative 

question with a single sentence; others provided a paragraph. In addition, volunteers 
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often provided verbal additions or discussion about specific questions when they 

returned the questionnaires. Quite often this feedback was more comprehensive than the 

answers provided in the completed questionnaire. This suggested that the participants 

involved in the pilot had a greater preference for discussing their perceptions than 

writing about them. These limitations informed the decision to use interviews as the 

predominant method of data collection in the main data collection phase.  

 The local archaeological societies questionnaire aimed to ascertain the scale and 

scope of operations and membership within the north-east and historical information 

about group formation, meeting schedules, formation stories, activities, networks and 

grants (see Tab. 3.2). In total 9 archaeological societies completed the pilot questionnaire 

which is half of the number of societies identified in the region (Section 5.3.2). The 

questionnaire was created as an online Qualtrics survey and emailed to the secretaries of 

the chosen organisations. Table 3.2 presents a full outline of the questions included in 

the questionnaire; an analysis of the feedback obtained is discussed in Section 5.3.2. 

 

Table 3.2 Local Archaeological Societies Pilot Questionnaire 

Question: Question Justification: Measurement: 
1. Please write in the box 
below the name of your 
society 

Identification of feedback. Text Response 

2. Please write in the box 
below the address of the 
venue where your 
members host meetings 
and events: 

Central location for society 
events.  

Text Response 

3. How many members 
are currently in your 
society? 

To assess the size of the 
society. 

Text Response 

4. What year was your 
society officially formed? 

To gain insights into the 
longevity of the group. 

Text Response 

5. How regularly do 
members of your society 
meet? 

Ascertain the quantity of 
meetings. 

Multiple choice responses: 
-Once a week 
-Twice a month 
-Once a month 
-Every two months 
-Every six months 
-Once a year 
-Intermittently 
-Never 
-Other (please specify) 

6. Please select the 
reasons that most apply 
to the formation of your 
society. For each answer 
please provide specifics 

Identification of societies 
foundation agenda. 

Multiple choice and text 
elaboration required: 

-Interest in archaeology 
-Interest in a specific period 
-Concerns over the preservation 
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in the box below. of a specific archaeological site or 
monument 
-Engagement with a specific site 
-Engagement with an 
archaeologist, contract unit, 
university or specific project 
-To unite people with a shared 
interest 
-Other (please specify below) 
-Do not know 

7. Please select all of the 
activities listed below that 
your society have been 
involved in since 2005: 

Insight into the range of 
activities that a volunteer 
group has been actively 
engaged in within the projects 
time scope. 

Multiple Choice answers: 
-Building recording 
-Excavation and monitoring 
-Geophysical survey 
-Landscape Survey 
-LiDAR Survey 
-Museum Visits 
-Public open days 
-Site visits 
-Talks 
-Training events with an external 
facilitator 
-Archive visits 
-Other (if so, please provide 
further details below) 

8. Since 2005 has your 
group been directly 
involved in fieldwork? 

Insight into active field work 
projects associated with the 
group and identification of 
field work case-studies for 
research. 

Multiple Choice answer and 
elaboration in text response: 

-Yes 
-No 
-Don’t know 

9. Is your society 
associated with any of 
the following? 

Provides details of societies 
dissemination of project and 
member contact 
methodologies. 

Multiple choice answer with 
elaboration box for alternate 
answers: 

-Newsletter 
-Journal Publication 
-Website 
-Facebook group 
-Blog 
-Other (please provide further 
details) 

10. Does your society 
have any links with a 
university, commercial 
unit, county archaeologist 
or trust? 

To gain data on the groups 
network. 

Multiple choice and area for text 
elaboration: 

-Yes (if so please provide more 
details about your connections) 
-No 
-Don’t know 

11. Does your society 
receive external 
sponsorship or grants for 
projects and events? 

To provide insights into how 
the society is funded. 

Multiple choice and area for text 
elaboration: 

-Yes (if so please provide more 
details about your connections) 
-No 
-Don’t know 
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The local archaeological societies questionnaire was successful in obtaining baseline data 

that provided details of the scale and scope of activities and membership numbers 

associated with groups that operate in the north-east. Additional narratives provided 

details about the origin of the different societies and motivation for formation. Despite 

the benefits of the questionnaire it provided partial insights into the impact of 

archaeology. Due to the diversity of perceptions encountered during the parallel 

volunteer questionnaire it was envisioned that personal surveys would elicit more in-

depth data than general society questionnaires. It is for these reasons that this 

questionnaire was not continued in the main data collection period. 

 The commercial questionnaire was piloted with a director of a local 

archaeological enterprise (Tab. 3.3). Table 3.3 provides an overview of the questions, 

justifications and measurements that the pilot questionnaire aimed to obtain. Only one 

director was invited to review the questionnaire because it was intended that other 

commercial unit directors would be invited to participate during the main research period 

and there are only a finite number of directors within the region. The pilot questionnaire 

was not complete because the director preferred to discuss the questions verbally in an 

interview. The reluctance of the participant to complete the questionnaire highlighted 

methodological limitations associated with the collection of qualitative data using this 

method. After a successful interview with the participant, it was decided that the 

commercial questionnaire would focus upon the collection of general metrics about the 

size and scope of a business and interviews would be used to obtain qualitative data from 

commercial directors (see Section 5.3.3).  

 

Table 3.3 Commercial units pilot questionnaire 

Question: Question Justification: Measurement: 
1. Please write in the box 
below the name of your 
company: 

Identification of feedback. Text Response 

2. What year did your business 
begin? 

Provide an insight into the 
longevity of the company. 

Text Response 

3. How do you describe your 
business? 

To allow the participant to 
define their own company. 

Text Response 

4. Does your business have 
any branch offices? if so, 
please indicate how many. 

An indicator of whether the 
archaeological unit has branch 
offices elsewhere in the region 
or UK. 

Text Response 

5. Please indicate how many 
people your company 
currently employs: 

To provide an insight into the 
scale of the company. 

Text Response 

6. Please select the following This question aimed to gain an Multiple choice and area for 
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types of activities to 
demonstrate the core function 
of your business:  

insight into the core activities 
that a company is involved in. 
There was additional space for 
participants to elaborate upon 
their selection with text.  

text elaboration: 
-Desk-based assessments 
-Evaluations 
-Excavations 
-Building Recordings 
-Topographical Surveys 
-Geophysics 
-Public Archaeology 
-Post-excavation analysis 
-Environmental Sampling 
-Other (please provide 
further details) 

7. Since 2005 has your 
business been directly 
involved in public engagement 
and or outreach? and if so 
please provide further details. 

To gain an insight into the 
outreach and engagement 
activities that the company has 
been involved in within the last 
ten years. 

Multiple choice and area for 
text elaboration: 

-Yes 
-No 

8. Do you think your business 
has a societal impact? and if so 
please provide further details.  

This question aimed to gain an 
insight into the societal impact 
that company directors 
associated with their enterprise.  

Multiple choice and area for 
text elaboration: 

-Yes 
-No 

9.  Do you think your 
business has a cultural impact? 
and if so please provide 
further details. 

This question aimed to gain an 
insight into the cultural impact 
that company directors 
associated with their enterprise. 

Multiple choice and area for 
text elaboration: 

-Yes 
-No 

10. Do you think your 
business has an economic 
impact? and if so please 
provide further details. 

This question aimed to gain an 
insight into the economic 
impact that company directors 
associated with their enterprise. 

Multiple choice and area for 
text elaboration: 

-Yes 
-No 

11. Does your organisation 
have any links with local 
archaeological societies?  

This question was designed to 
encourage participants to 
identify connections between 
commercial units and 
archaeological societies.  

Multiple choice and area for 
text elaboration: 

-Yes 
-No 

12. Has your business received 
any external sponsorship or 
grants for projects, outreach, 
engagement events and 
publications? and if so please 
provide further details. 

This question aimed to gain 
insights into the availability of 
financial investments for 
commercial units to support 
public engagement.  

Multiple choice and area for 
text elaboration: 

-Yes 
-No 

 
Overall, the pilot questionnaires received mixed feedback. While the volunteer 

questionnaire was successful in collecting insights into the impact of archaeological 

research and practice, the time it took to complete the questionnaire and the potential to 

clash with project evaluations resulted in only the demographic questions being taken 

forward into the main data collection stage. In contrast, the society questionnaire did not 

obtain negative feedback but the insights obtained only provided a limited insight into 

the impact of archaeology and therefore this questionnaire was not continued. The 

commercial questionnaire was significantly reduced in size to focus upon quantifiable 

data in the main data collection phase and interviews were used to collect in-depth 
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qualitative data. Interviews were deemed to be the more effective method of data 

elicitation therefore greater emphasis was placed upon interview and focus group 

feedback in the main data collection phase. Questionnaires still had a place, however, and 

the decision was made to significantly reduce them in size and change questions to re-

orientate these around the collection of demographic data. 

3.2.2 Pi lot  Interv iews 

A semi-structured interview was used to gather insights about the impact of archaeology 

(see Tab. 3.4). The interviews took place with willing staff and students participating in 

the Bamburgh Research Project. Participants were interviewed at either Bamburgh Castle 

or Bradford Kaims- a prehistoric wetland site, located in Northumberland.  Analysis of 

pilot interview feedback is incorporated within the discussions about the impact of 

archaeology in Chapters 6, 7 and 8. Pilot interviews are distinguished from subsequent 

interviews with the acronym PIN and typed interview transcripts are available in the 

Appendix.  

 The topic guide provided a series of open-ended questions and thematic 

questions designed to encourage participants to discuss the social, economic and cultural 

impacts often associated with archaeology in existing impact assessments (Section 2.5.3). 

As demonstrated in Tab. 3.4, each question was developed to obtain insights into the 

participant’s experiences and perceptions of archaeology and impact. In addition, new 

questions were introduced during the course of the interview to encourage participants 

to elaborate upon themes discussed. The ability to gain further information about 

participant's statements is a methodological bonus that is not always possible with static 

questionnaires (see Section 3.2.2).  Interviewees were briefed and de-briefed before and 

after sessions. This provided participants the opportunity to ask questions about the 

research, use of data and provide written consent (see Appendix). 

 

Table 3.4 Topic guide used for pilot interviews 

Questions: Question Justification: Measure
ment: 

1. Background Questions: 
a. How did you first get involved in 
archaeology? 
b. Have you been involved in any 
fieldwork? and if so, which projects?  
c. Future plans 

These questions was used to 'break the ice' 
and initiate discussions with the participant. 
It also provided an insight into the 
participant's motivations for getting 
involved in archaeology and tentative 
insights into the values associated with 
archaeology.  

Verbal 
Response 

2. Cultural Capital in terms of To gain an insight into the skills and Verbal 
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training and knowledge: 
a. What did you learn while being 
involved in these projects?  
b. Do you think these skills will have 
any impact in the future? 

experiences the participant acquired from 
archaeology projects.  

Response 

3. Economic Capital- investments 
and grants: 
a. Have you incurred any costs being 
involved in archaeology?  
b. Grants received to help fund the 
site 

To gain an insight into the economic cost 
associated with participation in archaeology. 

Verbal 
Response 

4. Social Capital- personal 
experience, value and 
collaboration: 
a. Could you please explain what you 
have being doing on this site?  
b. Do you collaborate with external 
partners? and if so could you please 
provide more details? 
c. What are the benefits of engaging 
in archaeology? 

To encourage the participant to describe 
the activities they have been engaged with 
during the project where they were 
interviewed. To gain an insight into the 
collaborations and networks of archaeology 
in the region. In addition, to understand the 
benefits participants associate with 
archaeological research and practice. 

Verbal 
Response 

5. General Impact Questions: 
a. What impact do you think the 
work that you are doing here will 
have? 
b. What impact do you think 
archaeology has in the north-east?  
c. Do you monitor the impact of the 
site? 

To understand more generally the impacts 
that the participants have experienced and 
associate with the region To understand the 
specific impacts that the participant 
associates with the project that they are 
currently engaged in. 

Verbal 
Response 

 

The pilot interviews demonstrated the strength of verbal data collection for gaining 

insights into people’s perspectives about archaeological research and their experiences of 

being a part of the process. The quality of this data is exemplified by the incorporation of 

pilot interview transcripts into the main data outcomes discussed in Chapters 6, 7 and 8. 

Participants provided extensive descriptions about their own experiences and 

perspectives of archaeology that went beyond those captured within the pilot 

questionnaire. It is for this reason that interviews became the primary data collection 

method in the main research period. Improvements to the interview structure were 

however, necessary as it became evident that the topic guide needed to be more reflexive 

in order to engage participants from different backgrounds. For example, questions 

applicable for directors of initiatives would not be relevant for students because of their 

different experiences and levels of engagement. In addition, the questions used in the 

pilot interview directly asked about the social, economic and cultural benefits of 

archaeology. This meant that participants were being influenced towards providing 

evidence in support of establish paradigms rather than being provided with an 
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opportunity to express their own definitions of impact in their own words. The pilot 

interviews demonstrated that using pre-defined criteria to structure questions resulted in 

participants fitting their experiences to an established model rather than facilitating the 

collection of new insights. In order to create greater research autonomy it was deemed 

best to adopt a grounded theory method that limited the use of pre-defined themes 

within questions to enable the collection of diverse insights into the impacts associated 

with archaeological research and practice.  

3.2.3 Pi lot  Study Conclusion  

As demonstrated above both questionnaires and interview provide effective methods to 

elicit data about the impact of archaeology. Feedback obtained about these methods and 

evaluation of the data collected was used to refine the questionnaires and interview topic 

guide (Tab. 3.4). The pilot study shaped the research strategy by shifting the focus from 

questionnaires to interviews and focus-group discussions. Questionnaires were still used 

for this research, however, with the aim of collecting demographic metrics on 

participants in archaeology rather than qualitative insights. The archaeological society 

questionnaire was not continued because of the limited insights that could be extracted. 

In addition, the pilot provided the catalyst to conduct and incorporate further research 

into grounded theory approaches and the use of flexible questions within interviews and 

focus groups (see discussion of these methods in Section 3.4).  

 

Part II: Theoretical Premise 

3.3 Theoret i ca l  Premise 

The analysis of data collected during the pilot study highlighted the need for a theoretical 

framework for the collection and interpretation of data because without this, the research 

presented could be perceived by the reader to be a purely anthropological or sociological, 

rather than an aspect of archaeological investigation (see Section 2.3). As a result a 

reflexive behavioural approach was chosen to explore the impact of archaeological 

research and practice in the north-east of England because of the emphasis these 

paradigms place upon creating reflexive understandings the relationship between people 

and archaeology. These theoretical premises influenced the methodological approach 

outlined in Section 3.4 and the analysis and interpretation of data presented in Chapters 

6, 7 and 8. Reflecting upon the creation, experiences and perceptions of impact from a 
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behavioural perspective enables a more in-depth analysis than standardised impact 

evaluations that focus upon people's personal narratives rather than broad overarching 

outcomes. As the critical exploration in Chapter Two revealed, over two decades ago 

archaeologists such as Shanks (1992) and Hodder (1997) highlighted the importance of 

increased reflexivity within archaeological discourse (see Section 2). Subsequently, 

archaeological literature not only focused upon the tangible remains of the past; but also 

reflected upon the processes, assumptions, beliefs and behaviours which contribute to 

the way in which archaeologists approach and interpret research (Ibid., see also Bender et 

al 2007). As demonstrated in Section 2.2 excavations are recorded through the 

completion of standardised forms that aim to create an empirical dataset free from bias, 

however, archaeological interpretations remain a product of their time and often reflect 

contemporary concerns, issues and trends (see Lucas 2001, 10). Recognition of the 

influence of contemporary perceptions upon interpretations of the past is facilitated by 

critical reflexive paradigms that focus upon the dynamic relationship between people and 

archaeology. The diversity of interpretations and experiences associated with 

archaeological research and practice was demonstrated by Barbara Bender et al's (2007) 

reflexive interpretation of archaeological remains on Bodmin Moor, which presented a 

number of people's perspectives (see Section 2.2.1). Archaeological theoreticians also 

demonstrated the value of understanding the relationship between contemporary people 

and archaeology (for example Hingley et al 2012; Schiffer 2010; Witcher 2010a and b). 

Similarly, the research presented in this thesis involves multiple-stakeholders to create a 

reflexive analysis of the impacts associated with archaeological research and practice. 

Behavioural approaches have facilitated greater understanding into the relationship 

between people and archaeology developed through direct engagement with archaeology 

and indirect encounters with archaeological products such as television series', films and 

publications (for instance Boniface 1995, 32; Holtorf 2005; 2007 see also Section 2.3.3). 

The combination of reflexive and behavioural paradigms can create a greater 

understanding about the tangible and intangible relationships between people in the past 

and objects as demonstrated by the research summarised above (see Section 2.2). 

 The research presented in this thesis emphasises the importance of the 

relationship between academic, volunteer and career archaeologists who engage in 

archaeological research and practice to produce reports, publications and dissemination 

materials. In practical terms, the reflexive behavioural premise encouraged the adoption 

of a multifaceted approach that combines hypothesis-led and grounded theory method 
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(see Section 3.4). A hypothesis-led method enabled the collection of quantitative data to 

provide an overview of archaeology in the region based upon hypothesis generated from 

desk-based assessment. While a grounded theory approach enabled the interpretation of 

qualitative data based upon themes identified in transcripts rather than selectively 

studying discussions that conform to pre-defined criteria. These approaches facilitated 

the creation of an original insight into the impact of archaeological research and practice 

in the north-east. Structured hypothesis-led approaches have become central within 

archaeological research and practice since the New Archaeology movement in the 1960s 

(Johnson 2005, 20; Binford 1972). Hypothesis-led research transformed archaeology 

from a collector's pursuit of archaeological material into a discipline which tested 

theories against data to advance knowledge by addressing research questions (Ibid., 20-6; 

Binford 1972, 90-3). In this research, a hypothesis-led approach was beneficial for the 

collection of existing data to contextualise the scale and scope of archaeological research 

and practice, this method was not suitable for the collection of qualitative data. The 

unsuitability of a hypothesis-led approach was demonstrated through the analysis of pilot 

interviews where hypotheses were used to structure the questions asked (see Section 3.2). 

This approach however, resulted in participants fitting their experiences to an established 

model rather than facilitating the collection of new insights. To ensure that the insights 

obtained through this research would create an original contribution to knowledge it was 

necessary therefore to use a mixed-method approach, which combined a hypothesis-led 

and grounded theory methodology. This combined framework enabled the impact of 

archaeological research and practice facilitated the identification of new trends within the 

dataset, rather than reinforcing existing paradigms.  

Part III: Methodological Approach 

3.4 Methodological Approach 

As outlined above, a reflexive behavioural theoretical premise provided an overarching 

framework for this research. This has influenced the research methods in terms of the 

questions and the interpretation of collected data. For instance, the interviews and focus 

groups relied upon broad open-ended questions in order to encourage participants to 

describe the impacts that they associate with archaeology rather than affirm those that 

are prized within existing impact studies. This theoretical principle helped to create 

synergy between the mixed-method approach in terms of understanding the relationship 

between people and archaeology as a central aspect of this research and behavioural 
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paradigms. In addition, this research presents a critical analysis of the creation, use, and 

measurement of impact that fits firmly within the reflexive and self-critical approaches 

adopted by theorists such as Ian Hodder  (1997; 2003b) that often result in the creation 

of initiatives that enable greater local participation and contribution to the governance 

and agenda of archaeological projects (see also Atalay 2010; Moser et al 2002; Tully 2010a 

and b; Moore and Tully 2018). Figure 3.1 provides a visual overview of the 

methodological approach developed for this research. This approach was designed with 

reference to the literature review and successes and limitations of the pilot study. These 

two elements demonstrated the benefits of adopting a multi-faceted methodology for 

collecting both quantitative and qualitative dataset to facilitate interpretation within the 

theoretical premise outlined above.  

 

Figure 3.1  Flow diagram of the methodological process. 
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The approach used here, was broadly based upon Nichols Weller and Jeb Barnes' (2014) 

method. As discussed in the literature review Weller and Barnes created a mixed method 

approach to study the relationship between cause and effect between related variables to 

identify how ideology affects judicial votes through the collection and interpretation of 

broad macro quantitative data and in-depth micro qualitative insights (Ibid., 2). In their 

method, both quantitative and qualitative data was collected around variables which were 

selected through the researcher’s understanding and assumptions about the judicial 

process (see Weller and Barnes 2014). In this thesis, the results of the literature review 

and pilot study (outlined in Chapters 2, Section 3.2 and Section 5.2) informed the 

selection of a range of hypotheses which were used to collect quantitative data (see Tab. 

3.6). Conversely, qualitative data collected through interviews and focus groups, were not 

structured around hypotheses that focused upon pre-defined criteria. These two different 

processes of data collection are outlined below.  

3.4.1 Quanti tat ive  Data Col le c t ion:  

The quantitative approaches adopted in this study provided contextual metrics that 

assisted with defining archaeological initiatives in the north-east of England. Table 3.5 

provides an overview of the five hypotheses which were created to direct the collection 

of qualitative and spatial data from local HERs, map depositories, questionnaires at the 

start of interviews and focus group sessions and thematic coding of transcripts.  

 

Table 3.5 The variables that were hypothesised to link the process of creating impact in 

archaeological research and practice 

Hypothesis:  
i. Archaeological events are hypothesised to be the primary mechanism for impact in the region 
and therefore the number of event records added to the Historic Environment record (HER) can 
provide insights into the scale of archaeological initiatives in the north-east of England.   
This data can be used to define the extent of archaeological research in the region. In addition, it 
is believe that the analysis of these metrics can also provide insights into patterns and trends and 
also facilitate identification of external influences upon the sector which may effect the impact of 
archaeological research. Data source(s): HER records and gazetteers. 
ii. Understanding the distribution of archaeological initiatives can facilitate better understanding 
of the spread of archaeological initiatives in the region. 
This data can facilitate better understanding of the spread of archaeological initiatives in the 
region. In addition it provides a tool to facilitate the identification of areas of high 
concentrations of archaeological events. Geographic Information Systems can also be used to 
understand the spread of different types of events and the producers of archaeological 
contributions (see also hypothesis iii). This can facilitate identification of locations with a strong 
developer-led, public or academic research trends. Data source(s): HER records and Edina OS 
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maps. 
iii. Identification of the number of archaeological events produced by different producers such as 
societies, universities and commercial units provide insights into who is producing archaeological 
research.  
Understanding the different organisations which produce archaeological events records can 
provide insights into through creating a greater understanding of the opportunities and 
challenges that they face. Data source(s): HER records, site reports, local journals and magazine 
publications.    
iv. Understanding the demographics of participant is crucial for the evaluation of the 
representativeness of the research presented here. 
Participant questionnaires can provide insights into the range of people who are involved in 
archaeological research and practice in addition to metrics that can facilitate an understanding of 
limitations of this research. Data source(s): participant questionnaires, HER records. 
v. Quantification of themes identified in transcripts can provide new insights into the value that 
people place upon different forms of impact. This can be used to create new insights into the 
impact of archaeology 
The identification and coding of themes in transcripts can provide new insights into the impacts 
associated with archaeological research and practice. Data source(s): interview and focus group 
transcripts.  
 

Hypotheses i-v primarily, but not exclusively, focus upon the benefit of exploring HER 

records to obtain details about the scale, locations, types of archaeological events and 

sector involvement within the region between 2005 and 2015. Collected HER data was 

analysed to create a broad insight into archaeological research and practice in the region 

and facilitate the identification of patterns (see Chapter 4). Data enquiries were also made 

at the Historical Environment Record offices at Durham County Council, Newcastle 

City Council, Northumberland County Council, Tees Archaeology, Middlesbrough and 

Redcar and Cleveland Borough Councils. Primarily collected data was utilised to inform 

the sampling strategy to ensure the systematic selection of appropriate organisations, 

companies, groups and individuals to invite to participate in this research (see Section 

1.7.2). In addition, published and grey-literature was consulted in order to obtain more 

in-depth contextual data to support the quantifiable metrics and locational data obtained 

from established databases. Spatial references for each HER event record were also 

requested in order to address hypothesis ii (Tab 3.6) and Geographical Information 

Systems (GIS) were used to display the distribution of archaeological events in order to 

identify areas of high and low activity (Section 4.4.2.2). GIS analysis provided greater 

understanding of the distribution of archaeological events and the operational contexts 

of the different sub-sectors of archaeology (Ibid.). It was envisioned that this multifaceted 

approach of using both quantitative metrics and consulting site reports, would provide a 

broad contextual basis to understand the qualitative data collected from interviews and 
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focus group. In addition, this approach was beneficial for enabling an examination of the 

long-term trends in archaeology within the region (see Chapter 4).  

 Hypotheses iv focused on obtaining demographic data about the individuals who 

volunteered to participate in this research. As demonstrated in the pilot review (Section 

3.2 and 5.2) demographic data provides a valuable insight into the range of individuals 

who participated in research which enables a greater understanding of the 

representativeness of the perceptions discussed in Chapters 6, 7 and 8. The questionnaire 

was conducted in line with the ethical statement outlined in Section 3.5 below. 

Hypothesis v highlighted the value of quantifying themes identified within interview and 

focus group transcripts, in addition to the pilot questionnaire (Section 5.2), through the 

quantification of occurrences of topics and identification of trends. Prominent themes 

identified within typed interview and focus group transcripts were listed and defined. 

These included general discussions about impact; dissemination; engagement; health and 

wellbeing; intangible impacts; investment and economy; knowledge; politics and policy; 

processes and collaboration; sense of place; skills and training; tangible impacts; and 

travel and tourism (see Tab. 5.19 and Section 5.5). Each identified theme was coded, 

grouped and discussed in Chapters 5, 6, 7 and 8. This process enabled a quantifiable 

value to be assigned to qualitative data in order to step away from the anecdotal 

commentaries towards a more measurable understanding of the impact associated with 

archaeological practice and research by participants involved in this research.   

 

3.4.2 Qualitative data collection: 

Qualitative data was collected through interviews, focus groups and desk-based 

assessments. Interviews and focus groups provided the opportunity for participants to be 

involved in an informal discussion about their experiences and perceptions of being 

involved in archaeological practice and research. Participants involved in this research 

were recruited from academic organisations, commercial units, archaeological societies 

and volunteer project through email and verbal invitations during fieldwork initiatives. 

The sampling strategy was a combination of purposeful and opportunistic sampling. The 

purposeful element involved identifying key stakeholders involved in archaeology to 

invite to participate in this research (Tab. 3.6). The criteria outlined in Table 3.6 

facilitated the identification of potential participants of the project and organisations to 

work with. It was deemed important to engage a broad spectrum of organisations that 

operate in the region and not just those associated with a high number of projects (as 
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identified through HER records) or those with an extensive public presence. In addition 

to organisations, it was also considered to be important that initiatives selected for 

inclusion in this research were not limited to high profile projects. Metrics for the sample 

were generated using data collected from HER depositories in the north-east. The 

records highlighted the companies, groups and individuals who have contributed to HER 

events between 2005 and 2014. This method enabled the careful selection of 

organisations, companies, groups and individuals who have had a constant presence in 

archaeological initiatives of different scales in the north-east during the time scope of the 

project.  

 

Table 3.6 Participant, organisation and project sample criteria 
 
Type of 
organisation or 
group: 

Criteria for selection: 

Academic 
Projects 

i. Longevity of associated research projects. 
ii. Association with practical field based projects. 
iii. Involvement in training opportunities for students or 

communities. 
iv. Association with community groups, other academic institutions 

and or contract units. 
v. Operate within the geographical scope of this project. 
vi. Dissemination outlet, exhibitions, media and social media 

presence. 
vii. Longevity within the geographical scope of this project* 

Consultants 
Contract Units  

i. Produce a high volume of event entries for local HERs. 
ii. Consistent presence in the region between 2005 and 2014. 
iii. Conducted work within the project’s geographical scope 
iv. Currently trades and has not been dissolved. 
v. Number of projects with a public facet or media presence. 
vi. Association with notorious projects and development schemes. 
vii. Size of the company assessed on staffing scale * 

Individuals i. Individuals who have an active involvement or interest in 
archaeology and/or archaeological processes. 

ii. Individuals who work in the sector or are associated with a 
formed group or society of enthusiasts * 

Heritage 
Profession and 
Local 
Government 

i. Heritage bodies that play a key role in the management of 
archaeological resources. 

ii. Heritage bodies that provide training and outreach opportunities 
for the general public. 

iii. Organisations that provide funding to community projects. 
iv. Heritage bodies that advise and have influenced policy and 

legislation associated with archaeology* 
Volunteer 
Groups 

i. Longevity of the group and founding legacy. 
ii. Based within the geographical scope of the project. 
iii. High volume of members. 
iv. Relationships with other groups, academics or contract units. 
v. Frequent meetings and association with active research. 
vi. Association with external funding. 
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vii. Number of projects with media outlet* 
* Characteristics that deviate from the above prioritised criteria.  
Participant consent to be involved in this research is a prerequisite of involvement for 
all categories.  

 

After selecting key organisations participants were recruited through contact with ‘gate 

keepers’ who often volunteered to participate or facilitated opportunities for 

opportunistic sampling on fieldwork projects. Gatekeepers included, representatives of 

local government, business directors (contract units), academic staff, leaders of 

archaeology focused volunteer groups and public relation staff from construction 

companies. Ultimately however, the individuals involved in this research were self-

selecting because they agreed to participate and completed the informed consent sheet. 

This has inevitably resulted in an inherent bias within the research as the only 

perceptions that are outlined are from those who were willing to participate. In addition, 

the sampling strategy only focused upon recruiting individuals who are involved in 

archaeology and therefore this research only represents the impact of the discipline upon 

those who directly engage within the sector.   

 Interviews and focus groups enabled the collection of a broad range of 

perceptions about the impact of archaeology in the north-east. The basis in grounded 

theory encouraged participants to discuss impact factors that had personal importance 

rather than answer questions about impacts that were presumed to be important by the 

researcher or established impact assessments. As demonstrated in the analysis of the pilot 

interviews the use of structured questions prompted participants to focus upon pre-

defined societal, economical, political and cultural themes rather than encourage a range 

of contrasting and competing insights into the impacts associated with archaeological 

research and practice. This is a phenomenon that is also observable in the way that 

archaeology has been interpreted in the past, for instance early antiquarians researching 

earlier periods of Roman archaeology removed and discounted evidence of later 

occupation because it did not fit their agenda, for instance during Edwardian excavations 

at Corbridge (discussed in Section 6.2). The use of variables assumed to be important by 

the researcher as used in the pilot study, could have resulted in the replication of findings 

presented in existing research and therefore have a limited influence in furthering 

knowledge. In order to elicit new understandings about people's views on the benefits 

and challenges associated with archaeological research and practice it was decided that 

broad semi-structured questions would be used. The combination of hypothesis-led and 

grounded theory approaches facilitated the collection of a broad range of perspectives 
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and quantitative metrics that exemplify the impacts associated with archaeology in the 

region. Influenced by the grounded theory approaches described in Chapter 2, this 

method allowed collected data to be analysed to provide new insights, rather than affirm 

or contest established hypotheses. Prompts were created as an aid during interviews and 

focus groups as a reminder of the broad questions that could be asked during an 

interview (Tab. 3.7). The prompts were created from background research and the 

researcher’s own experiences within the archaeological sector. They are intended to 

stimulate discussion about archaeology in the region rather than provide too much 

direction and shape interviews and focus groups. The topic guide questions provided a 

semi-structured basis to conduct interviews which led on to further impromptu 

questions based upon the participants responses. The prompts were used only if needed 

and adapted depending on whether they were perceived to be relevant to the participant. 

Specific questions that related to a piece of research, particular site or initiative were used 

in interviews conducted to gather case-study data. 

 

Table 3.7 The topic guide used in interviews and focus group sessions. The table has four 

sections associated with a list of prompt that were used during interviews. The third 

column provides the reasons that these prompts were used  

 

Topic Guide: Justification: 

I. Participants association with archaeology 
a. Can you please describe your job role? To allow participants to define what they do as a 

paid employee, volunteer or other. 
b. What kind of projects have you been 
involved in?  

To encourage participants who are known to 
work within the archaeological sector to describe 
their experiences. 

c. Where were these projects? To gather geographical data on the extent of the 
individuals or company’s reach. 

d. What kind of tasks did you do in these 
projects? 

To obtain details about the experience and 
connection that participant has with 
archaeological initiatives. 

II. Motivations for involvement 
a. How did you first become interested in 
archaeology? 

To encourage participants with a known 
connection to archaeological initiatives to 
describe what stimulated their interest.  

b. How did you get involved in this 
excavation? 

To encourage participants to describe the 
catalysts that led them to becoming actively 
involved in a project. 

III. Impact of archaeology 
a. Have you experienced any positive benefits 
from being involved in archaeological 
research and practice? 

To encourage participants to discuss the positive 
outcomes of archaeological excavation. 

b. Have you faced any challenges by being For the participants to discuss negative outcomes 
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involved in archaeological research and 
practice? 

of archaeological excavations. 

c. Has your involvement in archaeological 
research had any impact upon yourself?  

To encourage the participant to talk about the 
consequences of there involvement in 
archaeological processes. 

d. How would you describe the overall 
impact of archaeology? 

To prompt participants to summarise their 
experiences within the process of archaeology. 

 

As outlined in Table 3.7 there were three main focuses in interviews, the first was to elicit 

the participant's relationship and experiences with the archaeological sector in terms of 

their job role and the types of initiatives that they had been involved in. The second aim 

was to understand the participants motivation for participating in archaeology, it was 

envisioned that these questions would encourage discussions about the benefits and 

values associated with archaeological research and practice. The third section focused 

upon the impact of archaeology, rather than specific outcomes, these questions aimed to 

elicit insights about the perceived benefits and challenges associated with the profession 

and to understand the individual's experiences.  

 Interviews and focus groups were hosted at public places such as a café, 

fieldwork site or the office of the participant. The focus groups included two or more 

people and provided a situation where participants could engage in dynamic discussion 

about their own experiences of participating in archaeological research. The focus group 

method was particularly successful for interviewing archaeological students because it 

was less intimidating for them to participate alongside friends than to be involved in a 

one-to-one interview. All interviews and focus groups commenced with the researcher 

providing a project outline, overview of the ethical considerations (see Section 3.5), 

signing of a consent form and the completion of a demographic questionnaire (see 

Appendix). Both interviews and focus groups were recorded on a Dictaphone and the 

recorded audio was transcribed manually into a Microsoft Word document. 

Transcription is a time consuming process, however, it facilitated greater reflection and 

engagement between the researcher and the data. The transcripts where typed up at 

intermittent stages throughout the data collection process which facilitated the gradual 

emergence of different theories which could be tested through subsequent questions 

with different participants. The audio files will not be archived or retained beyond the 

completion of the thesis based upon feedback obtained from previous research. During 

the Contemporary and Competing vistas project participants highlighted feeling of 

nervousness about their voice being recorded on a Dictaphone because they did not like 

how their voice sounded on recording devices (Laidler 2011). In this research it was 
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found that some participants were nervous about the broadcasting of interviews and 

some expressed relief that the audio would not be retained longer than necessary. All of 

the audio files were transcribed for analysis except for elements of discussions that 

digressed to non-archaeology themes, conveyed personal details and parts of 

conversations where participants requested that their comments would not be 

transcribed. Interview transcripts are available in the appendix with the exemption of a 

small number of transcripts, which are excluded at participant's requests. Personal 

identifiers and confidential information have been edited out of transcripts where 

necessary to maintain the ethical standards outlined in Section 3.5. 

 Interviews and focus groups provide a snapshot of the participants and 

interviewees engagement at a particular time and a particular place. These also reveal 

insights into individual experiences and perceptions of events rather than the events 

themselves. The perceptions of participants involved in this project cannot be 

generalised to represent everyone involved in archaeology in the region; however, they 

can provide a small insight into people’s experiences and views. It is also important to 

note that perceptions and experiences are dynamic and temporal. A repeat interview 

procedure to question and validate previous interview sessions would have been 

beneficial. However, this method would be more suitable in a study with multiple 

researchers or research, which involved fewer participants. From the outset it was 

assumed that having more participants would be more beneficial for this research than 

having fewer with repeat interviews, because it is a study that focuses on the impact of 

archaeological research and practice across a region rather than the impact of a limited 

number of selected projects. 

3.4.3 Data Analys is  and Interpretat ion 

Data analysis was conducted in two stages, primary and secondary analysis. In the 

primary stage quantitative and qualitative data was analysed independently. In the second 

stage of analysis quantitative and qualitative findings were subsequently compared, 

contrasted and interpreted for discussion within this thesis. The results of the analysis 

were then interpreted with the reflexive and behavioural premise outlined in Section 3.2. 

The following section provides further details about the process of analysis and 

interpretation. Initially, quantitative data was assessed independently in one episode after 

the completion of data collection. Qualitative data was processed in intermitted stages 

throughout the data collection periods to provide opportunities to reflect, develop and 
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test findings upon subsequent participants (see Seale 2008, 241). This enabled the 

research to be a reflexive process throughout and ensuring that the research operated 

within the theoretical paradigms discussed in Section 3.2. The second stage of analysis 

involved the synthesis of findings through the identification of relationships between the 

data.  

 Quantitative dataset collected through questionnaires and Historical 

Environment Record enquiries were entered into an Excel computer database and 

analysed with statistical enquiry tools for the identification of patterns and irregularities. 

This analysis predominantly underpins Chapters 4 and 5, but is also used subsequently in 

Chapters 6, 7 and 8. Both descriptive and inferential statistical methods were utilised to 

summarise and describe dataset and to indicate the impact of archaeology upon the wider 

population in the north-east based upon the studied sample. This data has been utilised 

within the thesis to create diagrams and table formats. HER databases was also utilised in 

conjunction for geographical analysis. Geographic datasets were uploaded to ArcGIS, 

spatial analysis software, to create distribution maps of archaeological events in the 

north-east (see Section 4). Qualitative dataset were transcribed at intervals throughout 

the data collection process. Initially interviews and focus group audios were transcribed 

and then memoed and coded by hand to provide an adaptive insight into the themes that 

emerged without generalising topics into restrictive predetermined categories. Themes 

identified in the first stage of coding were organised into categories and entered into 

Nvivo, a qualitative data analysis software package. Nvivo was used for the analysis of 

subsequent transcripts to code, memo and quantify themes. Additional themes that 

emerged during this process were incorporated into the analysis process. This method 

facilitated a reflexive approach and enabled the generation and testing of theories that 

emerged from the data throughout the analysis process. This reflexive analysis process 

produced a comprehensive understanding of the impacts that participants associate with 

archaeological research and practice (see Chapters 6, 7 and 8). This analysis also 

facilitated the identification of saturation points, whereby subsequent participants 

repeated themes that were identified in previous transcripts and provided no additional 

or contrasting data (see Seale 2004, 242). Saturation points were particularly evident 

within volunteer and student transcripts. Students and volunteers provided the largest 

participant groups within this research (Fig. 1.4). When saturation became evident the 

focus switched to obtaining interviews with career, academic and heritage-based 

archaeologists in order to observe whether the same themes would occur. Quite often 
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similar themes were reflected in these transcripts which to a certain extent validates the 

emergent theories in this project (see Chapter 9). For example, the prevalence of 

discussions about the primary impact of archaeological research being the production of 

knowledge was identified in the majority of transcripts.  

 Desk-based research provided further qualitative data that helped to elaborate 

upon the topics discussed by participants. While central focus was placed upon the 

participants narratives and perceptions, desk-based assessments provided evidence for 

cross referencing and scope to identify areas of impact that were not discussed. This 

facilitated a deeper understanding about what impacts are observable and which impacts 

are deemed to be important to the participants involved in the study. Themes and case-

studies identified within narratives were utilised for discussions and debates in the thesis. 

Secondary analysis involved the comparison of findings from both primary quantitative 

and qualitative analysis stages. This facilitated the comparison between the macro-

contextual data analysed from quantitative sources and findings identified from the 

analysis of qualitative sources. Triangulation of these two methods facilitated a greater 

understanding about the processes and impacts of archaeological research and processes 

in the north-east of England. As identified by Weller and Barnes (2014) the use of a 

multifaceted approach stimulated a more in-depth view of the dataset and increased the 

validity of the results which were studied within a broader context.  

 The theoretical paradigms described in Section 3.2 were applied in the final stage 

of analysis of the data. While the research is reflexive in so much as it is an analysis of the 

impact of archaeological research and practice; the data also provided scope to 

investigate archaeological processes in the region and identify strengths and weaknesses 

of the sector (Chapter 8). Interpretations of the data within the bounds of these two 

theoretical paradigms provided an additional dimension to understanding the quantitative 

and qualitative datasets.  

Part IV Ethical Considerations 

3.5 Ethical Considerations  

To ensure that the research strategy complied with ethical issues outlined by the 

Department of Archaeology, a statement of ethical considerations was produced. This 

statement was submitted and approved by the Archaeology Ethics Committee prior to 

the pilot study. The proceeding section outlines the main ethical implications of the 

project including; informed consent, data protection, anonymity, the right to withdraw, 
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use of a recording device, health and safety and dissemination. Further details about the 

ethics associated with this research are available in the Appendix. The following ten 

points highlight the main ethical considerations that were incorporated into the research 

methods. 

 

1. Written informed consent was required from all participants involved in this research. 

This involved providing participants with both verbal and written information that 

outlined the project aims, objectives, method and the use of data. Participants were also 

informed about data protection, anonymity, the right to withdraw, the use of a recording 

device, health and safety and the dissemination of data. This information was relayed in 

the form of a pre-interview brief and a letter that were presented in clear jargon free 

terminology. After the brief, participants were asked to sign a consent form. A typed 

example of the verbal brief, letter and consent form are available in Appendix 1.  

 

2.  To ensure adherence to the principles outlined in the Data Protection Act 1998, 2018 

and General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) (Gov.UK 1998 see also Gov.UK2018b 

and c) a data protection strategy was created. This involved ensuring that all participants 

involved in this research were informed of the purpose of the research and provided 

details of how data will be collected, stored and used. This level of transparency is a key 

element that is emphasised within the aforementioned acts (Gov.UK 1998; 2018b and c). 

Collected data was kept in a secure locked location and data files were password 

protected. When this research is complete, signed consent sheets, questionnaires and 

transcripts will be transferred to a secure storage location at Durham University. Data 

that has surpassed its intended use (for example audio files) will be destroyed and not 

kept longer than required. Personal data collected through demographic questionnaires 

such as age, location of residents was made anonymous within this thesis through the 

removal of identifiers and the amalgamation of data (Section 5.2 and appendix). Within 

interview and focus groups transcripts identifiers and personal details were removed 

where necessary (see also 3). 

 

3. Participants of the project were asked whether they would like to be anonymous. In 

the early stages of this research it was obvious that anonymity could not be provided to 

all participants of the study. Even if identifiers in transcripts were removed the 

archaeological community in the north-east of England is not exceptionally large and 
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therefore it would not be difficult to guess the identity of some high profile respondents 

or companies. Participants were informed of this risk before participating in the project. 

Participants who did not wish to be anonymous were asked to sign the appropriate 

section on the consent form. Informed consent forms are kept strictly private to 

maintain the identity of participants. 

 

4. All participants were informed about their right to withdraw from the project up until 

the point that the thesis is submitted. Requests after this point to withdraw will be 

considered up until publication on Ethesis, journal articles or monograph. Completion of 

a consent form was considered to validate the use of collected data unless it is later 

withdrawn.  

 

5. Participants were provided the opportunity to ask questions before, during and after 

the data collection period. Contact details were provided within the project information 

letter so participants could contact the researcher after participation.  

 

6. The copyright strategy adopted for this research complied with the Copyright, Designs 

and Patents Act 1988 (Gov.UK 1988). Where possible, written consent was sourced for 

the use of published works and grey-literature, however, when this is not possible some 

data was used under the ‘fair dealing’ guidance and fully attributed to the source.  

Documents and images will not be used beyond the remit of their copyright permits. If 

an image, diagram, maps or extra needs to be used beyond the permission to do so, 

written consent will be sort from the copyright holder. Copyright permission was also 

obtained from participants of this study at the same time that informed consent was 

collected. This enabled the use of oral narratives, written communications, questionnaire 

feedback, submitted photographs and visual materials within this research. 

 

7. Recording devices such as cameras and Dictaphones were used with the permission of 

the participant. Participants were asked for verbal permission to condone the use of 

recording devices at the beginning of any data collection session. If a participant declined 

to allow the use of audio recording devices, but still wanted to be involved in this 

research, they would be provided the opportunity to participate in a different way. For 

example, recording the meeting by note taking.  
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8. Ethical issues related to the portrayal of participants and the use of emotionally 

charged narratives were addressed by ensuring quotes were used within the context of 

the interview to prevent misquoting.  

 

9. The completed thesis will be made available on Ethesis without any embargo, it was 

imperative that participants of the project are aware that the data will be publically 

available and may be published in journals, books or quoted by subsequent researchers. 

This is important for potentially contested data (such as negative impact interviews) and 

ties in with the need to maintain anonymity for participants. Data may also be 

disseminated in the form of a display, talks, conferences, posters and popular literature.  

 

10. Health and Safety was of paramount importance for participants and the researcher. 

A detailed risk assessment was created for the needs of this research (see Appendix). 

Data collection took place in a safe and suitable environment. These included booked 

venues at the University and the participant’s place of work.  The researcher undertook 

First Aid Training in November 2015 provided by Durham University. When working 

alone, the researcher notified an appointed person of the agreed itinerary and arranged a 

time to telephone to confirm the end of a meeting.  

3.6 Summary 

The methodological approach presented here provided a framework to collect, analyse 

and interpret data about the impact of archaeological practice and research in the north-

east of England within the parameters of reflexive and behavioural theory. Research 

methods adopted from the social sciences, as discussed in Chapter 2, enabled data to be 

collected about contemporary engagement with archaeology which could be interpreted 

through theoretical paradigms used in archaeological discourse. Evaluation of the pilot 

study presented in Section 3.2 was beneficial for informing the methods selected that 

would be suitable for use within an archaeological context. Changes to the 

methodological approach enabled new insight into the impact of archaeological research 

and practice with the inclusion of a broader spectrum of impacts as identified by 

participants rather than using predefined criteria. The use of a grounded theory method 

combined with a hypothesis-led approach enabled a more nuanced understanding of 

impact to provide an original contribution to knowledge. The knowledge produced from 

the methodological approach provided here can be used to inform our understanding 
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about the relationship between archaeology and impact assessments. This is facilitated 

through the use of a broad multi-faceted approach within a confined geographical area. 

Impact assessments in isolation provide valuable data, however, by being able to bring 

together this data new knowledge can be produced.  

 The creation of a thesis that was focused on people's perceptions of the impacts 

associated with archaeological research and practice was a challenging undertaking in 

terms of demonstrating the multiplicity of individual participant's views and experiences 

within the sector and identifying commonalities and differences. In order to meet this 

challenge, this thesis focused upon both quantitative and qualitative responses and 

endeavoured to retain and draw together individual participant's voices while distilling 

metrics to enable the identification of commonalities and differences to create a nuanced 

understanding of the impacts that participants associate with archaeological research and 

practice in the north east. The decision to interview and engage with a larger participant 

group was made in order to create a broad overview of perceptions rather than focus on 

the experience of a narrow sample of participants engaged in a repeat interview 

methodology. The broad approach used in this research risked losing individual 

participant's voices within the data analysis process, however, in this instance, the 

benefits of engaging a greater sample of participants facilitated an understanding of the 

breadth of commonalities and differences within narratives. The commonalities and 

differences created a foundation of themes that can then be focused upon, in subsequent 

research that utilises a smaller participant group and a repeat interview methodology 

which can further ensure that individual’s personal narratives are at the forefront of 

research. In addition, to help minimise the risk of losing people's personal stories all 

interviews and focus group sessions were transcribed and are available to read in the 

appendices.   

 The following four chapters present the findings and interpretations about 

contemporary perceptions of the impact of archaeological practice research using data 

collected using the methods outlined in this chapter. The strengths and limitations of the 

overall method and findings in terms of meeting the hypothesis and presenting new 

insights is presented in Chapter 9.   
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Chapter 4 

Archaeology in the North-East of England 

 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides a contextual insight into the academic, commercial and volunteer 

operational contexts of the sub-sectors of archaeology in the north-east of England. 

Participants involved in this research, were practitioners who operated in these different 

archaeological practices, therefore, it was imperative that a nuanced contextual 

understanding of the profession was obtained. As identified in Chapter 2, the 

development and practice of archaeological research and practice has had a profound 

influence upon the current operational-context of both rescue and research initiatives 

(see Section 2.2). This chapter provides a backdrop into the affordances and constraints 

that may enable or impede archaeological research and practice in the region and the 

reach of associated impacts upon participants involved in this study. These insights 

assisted with the interpretation of interview and focus group data discussed further in 

Chapters 6, 7 and 8.  

 This chapter presents an analysis of quantifiable metrics and spatial data 

associated with archaeological events recorded in Historic Environment Records. Since 

the 1960s local government HER officers in the United Kingdom have maintained and 

added records to the Historic Environment Record about sites, monuments and 

archaeological events (Flatman 2011, 141). These records provide a comprehensive 

insight into the recent chronology of archaeological research and rescue interventions in 

the north-east providing metrics about the scope and scale of archaeological research and 

practice. While the primary focus of this thesis is placed upon archaeological research 

conducted between 2005 to 2015, data from 1980 onwards is used in this chapter to 

provide broader regional context and to assist with the identification of long-term trends. 

It is important to note, however, that while metrics of archaeological events can provide 

a broad overview of regional trends they cannot provide insights into the quality, value 

and impact of catalogued events (see Moore 2006). HER metrics explored in this chapter 

were used to create a baseline of the scale and scope of archaeological initiatives in the 

region. Samples of these records were cross-referenced with the grey-literature event 

reports that they represent. Through this method we can begin to understand the 
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contexts of the impacts associated with archaeological research and practice in the 

region.  

 The impact of archaeological research in the north-east of England between 2005 

and 2015 cannot be understood in isolation from the broader chronological and 

geographic context of the study area. This is because the scale and scope of archaeology 

in the region has developed as a product of previous events and external factors. For 

example, the integration of archaeological guidance within planning policy has had a 

direct impact, significantly increasing the number of archaeological events that took place 

in the north-east of England and the rest of the United Kingdom post-1990 (See Section 

4.2 and Aitchison 2013b, 53). The increased numbers of archaeological events have 

impacted archaeological discourse and resulted in the creation of a greater body of 

knowledge. This in turn informed subsequent identification of sites with archaeological 

potential (see Section 6.2). This is demonstrated by continuous use of (often 

unpublished) reports in assessments prior to development and as part of research 

outlines. For example, a series of assessments and evaluations carried out along the 

George Stephenson’s Bowes Railway between 1996 and 2014 resulted in an accumulation 

of knowledge about the now Scheduled Ancient Monument (for example, Northern 

Counties Archaeological Services 2000; Northern Archaeological Associates 1998; The 

Archaeological Practice 1996). This informed future research about the construction and 

preservation of the embankment thus developing a virtuous circle that ensures that 

research reinforces and develops contemporary understanding about the monument and 

its relationship with the wider cultural landscape by adding additional data in a feedback 

loop. The acquirement of metrics that can quantify the scale and scope of archaeological 

initiatives in the region, not only facilitates an understanding of the body of knowledge 

which has been created; but also highlights locations where limited investigation has 

taken place. With the exception of chance finds, archaeological initiatives are located 

based upon contemporary threat-led or research objectives. Therefore, prime 

development land for residential or commercial properties; or sites that are of interest for 

individual or group research agendas, provide the focus for contemporary initiatives. 

This creates an unintentional bias that influences the extent of contemporary knowledge 

about the past (see Section 4.4.2.2). In order to understand the impact of archaeological 

research and practice in the region, we must first create a contextual understanding of the 

sector.   
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 The first section of this chapter provides a broad historiography of the 

development of archaeological research in the north-east, this is followed by an analysis 

of the data collected from County Durham, Northumberland, Tyne and Wear, Redcar 

and Cleveland, Middlesbrough and Teesside Historical and Environment Records. 

Datasets from Tees Archaeology, Middlesbrough Council and Redcar and Cleveland 

Borough Council were amalgamated to represent 'Teesside' because while separated into 

different districts the area they cover is small in comparison to the other counties (see 

Chapter 1, Section 1.5). HER data from Middlesbrough included data entries from 1980 

to 2012, rather than 2015 as represented by the other datasets. The second section 

presents the chronology of the events, individuals and organisations which contribute to 

the HER datasets. The third section provides an analysis of the geographical scope of 

archaeological research. The chapter concludes with a discussion about the application of 

quantifiable metrics in understanding the impact of archaeological practice and research 

in the region.  

4.2 The Development of Archaeological Practice and Research in the North-East 

of England  

The development of archaeology from antiquarian interests into an established 

profession in the United Kingdom is discussed widely within published literature (see 

Section 2.2.1). There is not, however, a concise historiography of the development of 

archaeological research in the north-east of England. While local societies and Durham 

University have created publications detailing their history, these are rare and 

problematic to locate, often hidden in newsletters for histories of commercial and rescue 

units (see Breeze 2013; Jobey 1913/1989; McDougall 2011). For example George Jobey 

published the first history of the oldest society in the north-east of England, the Society 

of Antiquaries of Newcastle Upon Tyne to mark their centenary since creation (Ibid.). 

While the development of archaeology in the region ties into the broader narratives 

written elsewhere, the analysis of the fine detail specific to this geographic area can 

provide contextual knowledge that enhances our understanding of the progression of the 

discipline. This also facilitates a greater reflexivity within this research through 

understanding the nuanced differences between contemporary and past endeavours to 

research archaeological remains. In order to achieve this, this section uses a range of 

reflexive accounts from local societies and organisations engaged in archaeological 

research in addition to gazetteers and publications. Not only is development of the 
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discipline indicative of the impact of former research and evolving discourse it also 

provides a basis to define and understand the present sector. This section begins with a 

description of the development of local societies in the region; and this is followed by 

research on rescue-led archaeology of the 1960s to 1990s. Post PPG16 developer-led 

archaeology is briefly considered; this is explored further in the rest of the chapter. The 

section finishes with an analysis of the development of archaeology in the region. 

4.2.1 Brie f  History o f  Archaeology in the North-East  

From the late 17th century archaeological societies began to form in the United Kingdom. 

The north-east of England has two of the earliest of these societies, the Society of 

Antiquaries of Newcastle Upon Tyne and the Architectural and Archaeological Society 

of Durham and Northumberland (ASDN) both formed in the 19th century. Until the late 

20th century these societies, and others, formed the lead in archaeological research in the 

north-east (see Birley 1958; Charlton 2013, 49; Draper 2007, 3). In his inaugural lecture 

in 1958, Professor Eric Birley, the first full-time teacher of Roman-British History and 

Archaeology at the University of Durham, attributed the University’s ‘position of 

leadership’ in Roman frontier studies firstly to the geographic position to Hadrian’s Wall. 

and secondly to the role of local societies:  

 

‘…through its [the University’s] close and friendly associations with active 
local archaeological societies, to which the history and antiquities of the 
North of England have always been of primary interest. Until recently, 
indeed, it has been such societies (and not the universities) which have been 
responsible for most of the archaeological research done in this country,’  

(Birley 1958, 1). 
 

At the forefront of archaeological practice and research in the region, these local societies 

have played an important role in the development of the sector which should not be 

forgotten in the wake of professionalisation.  

 The Society of Antiquaries was formed in 1813 with the aim to study and record 

antiquities from the north-east of England (Breeze 2013, 6). Since inception, the society 

has developed an extensive museum of antiquities enhanced by contributions from 

excavations conducted by members, in addition to a sizable library collection both of 

which are currently stored in the Great North Museum in Newcastle (Ibid., 6-7 and 

Allison-Jones 2013, 13). The society has produced publications since 1816, however, it 

was not until 1822 that these publications were formed into journal titled the Archaeologia 
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Aeliana (Bailey 2013, 42). From the society’s origins, members have been involved in 

archaeological excavations at sites such as Corbridge Roman Fort and Dilston Hall 

(Charlton 2013, 48). In addition to proactive field research the society was also involved 

in reactive lobbying for the protection of sites and monuments within the region (Nolan 

2013, 8-9 and McCombie 2013, 66-7). Grace McCombie (2013, 66-9) outlines multiple 

interventions the society was involved in to protect standing remains from developer-led 

destruction prior PPG16. For example, heritage and archaeological assets of the Castle 

Keep, Tynemouth Priory, Hadrian’s Wall, Newcastle’s City Walls and Kielder Reservoir 

were preserved in situ or through record (Ibid.). At Kielder Reservoir for instance, society 

intervention led to the recording of Romano-British farmstead, medieval long houses 

and a colliery village (Charlton 2013, 52).  

 The Architectural and Archaeological Society of Durham and Northumberland 

was formed in 1861 and aimed to protect and inform people about sites of architectural 

and antiquarian interest within its geographical remit (McDougall 2011, 9). The Society 

organises a series of meetings, excavations and excursions to places of archaeological or 

architectural significance such as Finchale Priory and Hexham Abbey (Ibid., 10–1). Since 

1862 the society has produced publications in order to keep members informed about 

their activities, however, it was not until 1986 that the Durham Archaeological Journal 

was regularly produced (McDougall 2011). Since the Society’s origin, it has been involved 

in advocacy and the protection of archaeology and heritage in the region. For example, in 

1861 they lobbied against the Cambridge Camden Society’s predilection for supporting 

the partial demolition of mixed phased churches and the subsequent reconstruction in an 

Early English style (McDougall 2011, 13). The society’s interventions ensure the 

preservation of a number of churches such as that at Haltwhistle. In addition they also 

provided funds to repair the roof of the early medieval church at Escomb (Ibid.). Since 

1990 the society has become increasingly involved in archaeological excavations such as 

Hornby, Sedgefield and Binchester (McDougall 2011, 16). Often these initiatives were 

run in collaboration with other organisations including Durham County Council and 

Durham University. Members of both aforementioned societies now frequently 

contribute through volunteering on archaeological research conducted through Heritage 

Lottery Funded projects such as the Peregrini Landscape Study addition to research 

conducted by smaller more localised societies (per.comm). There are also a number of 

archaeological societies with specialised interests such as the North East Ancient 

Egyptian Society (NEAESOC) and the Cleveland Industrial Archaeology Society (CIAS).  
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 Despite their significant contribution to the development of archaeology in the 

region, archaeological societies appear to have taken a backstage through the 

professionalisation of archaeological research. This was noted by Eric Birley who 

referred to a lecture by John Havefield, Professor of Ancient History at Oxford who: 

 
 ‘… emphasised the depth of the gulf which had separated archaeology 
from the academic world, declaring that the greatest of our archaeologists 
have had nothing to do with the universities’.  (Birley 1958, 1).  
 

Eric Birley elaborates upon this and explains the focus within contemporary universities 

upon the classics and history rather than archaeological field techniques required for 

independent research (Ibid., 2). While UK universities still focus upon the academic 

facets of archaeological enquiry they have increasingly contained a practical field school 

element. The conflict between practical skills and academic enquiry is still one of 

contention whereby academic archaeologists within universities often perceive their 

central role as researchers rather than vocational trainers (see also Section 6.5). However, 

since Eric Birley's appointment as a lecturer for Durham University in 1930 the 

university has had a great impact on the development of archaeological discourse in the 

north-east of England (Draper 2007, 5-7). Birley initially taught at Armstrong College in 

Newcastle, a branch of Durham University establishing the Department of Archaeology 

in c.1958 (Ibid.) In 1963, Armstrong College split from Durham University and reformed 

as King's College Newcastle University with its own School of Historical Studies which 

contained an archaeological element (Draper 2007, 7). Eric Birley was instrumental in 

taking forward Durham University's interest in archaeological research along Hadrian's 

Wall after the resignation of Frank Gerald Simpson the University's Director of Field 

Studies in 1930 who conducted excavations at Great Chesters and Birdoswald forts 

(Draper 2007, 5-7). Eric Birley established excavations at Corbridge and Vindolanda 

which provided training opportunities, which benefited students such as George Jobey 

(Ibid.). George Jobey was subsequently appointed Professor of Prehistoric Archaeology 

at Newcastle University where he created a series of initiatives that enabled broader 

community participation within archaeological research (Draper 2007, 7).  

 Since the 1940s there has been an increase in interest in the preservation of finite 

archaeological remains (see Section 2.3) this prompted the reactive rescue-movement. In 

the north-east of England a multitude of archaeological initiatives were prompted by the 

threat of development. Without archaeology being included in planning processes as 

statutory practice, the identification of sites at risk was quite often left to chance 
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recognition of the importance of a locality. Quite often individuals affiliated to 

Universities, County Councils and Archaeological Societies were informally at the 

forefront of the protection of archaeological resources. For example, between 1961 and 

1974 rescue excavations were conducted at New Elvet in Durham City in advance of the 

redevelopment for Durham University (Carver 1974, 91). The redevelopment 

programme involved the destruction of a series of tenements in an archaeologically 

significant area adjacent to the now World Heritage Status peninsular which is occupied 

by the Cathedral and Castle complex. In order to mitigate against the complete 

destruction of archaeologically significant remains, the Ministry of Works and the County 

Council provided funds for a rescue excavation (Carver 1974, 91). In addition to financial 

investment, students from the University’s Neville’s Cross College and from St. Hilda’s 

College invested their time in assisting with the excavations (Ibid.). The second stage of 

excavations provided limited resources, which lead to the excavation team having to limit 

investigations to address a small number of research objectives rather than preserve the 

site, by record (Carver 1974, 111). While the initiative was successful in obtaining 

information about occupation of Durham from the 13th-century and strategies adopted 

to contend with flood risks in addition to 17th-century brewing, the restricted resources 

provided for the research led Martin Carver to write ‘Excavations in Durham City have 

hardly been on a scale commensurate with its importance,’ (Ibid., 97). With hindsight it is 

easy to criticise developers who did not provide investment to facilitate research, 

however, prior to PPG16 there was no obligation to do so.  

 Rescue initiatives were quite often funded by the public sector and generous 

voluntary donations from organisations that were responsible for the threat to the 

archaeological resource. For example, in 1973 Streetly Quarry Product LTD extended 

their limestone extraction activities over an area that included the southern half of the 

deserted village earth works at Thrislington near Ferryhill in Central Durham (Austin 

1989, ix). The scheme of works involved the site being stripped to bedrock and would 

have resulted in the destruction of the southern extent of the site (Ibid.). To mitigate 

against this loss the Department of the Environment, Inspectorate of Ancient 

Monuments ensured that funds and practical provisions were put into place for Durham 

University’s Excavation Committee (DUEC) to excavate the area prior to quarrying 

(Austin 1989, 15). DUEC’s excavation resulted in the discovery of the sequence of toft 

boundaries, a chapel, a cellared structure, small industrial areas and a manor house (Ibid., 

15–6). The forward of Dave Austin’s book claims that the research advanced knowledge 
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about the development of Durham’s villages and the general framework already available 

from other villages in the country (Austin 1989, x see also 162). Despite the importance 

of the finds at Thrislington, the author reported the limitations of the research in terms 

of time allotted by the developer ‘We were rushed in setting up the excavation and 

scarcely had the space to consider properly the full range of possibilities which the site 

was actually presenting to us’ (Austin 1989, 159). Comparably, rescue initiatives 

conducted in Newcastle-Upon-Tyne were pursued predominantly by the County 

Archaeology Unit and Newcastle University's Archaeological Practice. For instance, in 

the 1960s-1990s Barbara Harbottle and the City Unit undertook a range of investigations 

within Newcastle City, predominantly focusing upon medieval remains (for instance 

Harbottle 1966; 1968; 1969; 1974; 1993; Ellison and Harbottle 1983; Harbottle and 

Fraser 1987). This included excavations conducted at Black Friars, the Black Gate and in 

association to the city walls (Ibid.). Meanwhile, the Archaeological Unit for north-east 

England at Newcastle University, subsequently the Archaeological Practice, undertook 

rescue excavations, such as the excavation at Queen Street and Dog Bank at Newcastle 

Quayside (O'Brien et al 1988; 1989). These excavations and subsequent post-excavation 

analysis contributed significantly to our knowledge of Newcastle, in particular 

excavations at the Quayside have been used to inform comparable projects conducted in 

intertidal areas and inform broader discussions about medieval marine fishing (see 

Nicholson 1997; Graves 2002; Graves and Heslop 2013) and inform subsequent 

excavations on the Quayside providing data on the construction and extent and 

identifying the original foreshore (Taylor-Wilson 2017). Unfortunately, however, during 

the 1980s limited rescue excavations were conducted in Newcastle City despite extensive 

re-development initiatives such as the construction of Eldon Square and the northern by-

pass (per.comm, IN104). These new developments were situated within the medieval 

spread of Newcastle and would have provided insights about the development of the city 

(Ibid.). The level of archaeological preservation associated with developed areas can only 

be inferred from the limited number of rescue initiatives conducted during the 1980s and 

after the introduction of PPG16 in 1990 (Graves and Heslop 2013, 19; Harbottle 1993; 

Tullet and McCombie 1980; ASDU 2009). The introduction of PPG16 in 1990 was the 

catalyst that increased the quantity of archaeological research by incorporating historic 

considerations within planning policy. The impact of PPG16 upon the quantity of events 

recorded in HER databases is discussed further in Section 4.3. 
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4.3 Archaeological Events in the North-East of England: A Broad Overview  

Between 2005 and 2015 there were over five thousand event entries in HERs in the north-

east of England (see Tab. 4.1.). HER officers create event entries every time a report is 

submitted to their records after an archaeological intervention has taken place (Flatman 

2011, 141). It is not a statutory requirement for every archaeological report to be submitted 

to a HER, however, as part of the planning conditions, a report is required to be submitted 

to the County Council after the completion of archaeological work on a site that is to be 

developed (Ibid.). Table 4.1 presents the number of HER records created between 1980 and 

2015. The table is divided into five dated-columns, these provide insights into pre-PPG16 

data entries (1980-1990) followed by post-PPG16 event records created before the 

millennium. The third column demonstrates the number of HER entries added from the 

beginning of 2000 up to 2005-2015, the main focus of this research.  

 

Table 4.1 Event entries between 1980 and 2015. The table outlines the number of recorded 

events before and after the launch of PPG16 in 1990.  

 
Number of Event Entries  

HER Office(s) 1980-1990 1991-1999 2000-2004 2005-2015 1980-2015 

County Durham 256 323 397 1171 2147 

Northumberland 426 1154 687 1777 4044 

Teesside 107 519 307 1001 1934 

Tyne and Wear 123 381 498 1877 2879 

Total: 912 2377 1889 5826 110004 
Data supplied by County Durham Council, Northumberland County Council, Teesside Archaeology, 
Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council, Middlesbrough Council and Newcastle City Council, 2017.  
 

Event entries from this period form over half of all the records contributed in the north-east 

of England since 1980 illustrating an increase in archaeological interventions across the 

region. Between 1980 and 2015, Northumberland has had the greatest number of recorded 

archaeological interventions. However, Northumberland is the largest County within the 

study area covering an area of 5013 km² which is over twice the size of County Durham 

(2676 km²), over nine times the area of Tyne and Wear (540 km²), and over twenty times 

larger than the area of Teesside (244 km²) (OSEdina Data). While Northumberland has the 

greatest number of archaeological interventions, there are fewer recorded events per square 
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kilometre than in any other county in the north-east of England (Tab. 4.2 and Fig. 4.1). On 

the other hand, Tyne and Wear, the second smallest in geographical area, has the greatest 

number of archaeological events per square kilometre than any other county (Ibid.) The 

volume of urban development can account for the density of archaeological events in Tyne 

and Wear and Teesside. This is because over 90% of HER event entries relate to 

development-control interventions. Development is more common in urban areas resulting 

from commerce and residential constructions. County Durham is also a rural county, with 

0.83 archaeological interventions per square kilometre since 1980.  

 

Table 4.2 Density of archaeological events in relation to geographical area per km2to two 

decimal places. 

  Number of event entries per km2 

HER Office (s) 
Area 
(Km2) 

1980-
1990 

1991-
1999 

2000-
2004 

2005-
2015 

1980-
2015 

County Durham 2676  0.09  0.12  0.15   0.44   0.80 
Northumberland 5013  0.08   0.23   0.14   0.35   0.80  
Teesside 540  0.20  0.96  0.57  1.85   3.58  
Tyne and Wear 244.8  0.50  1.56  2.03   2.03   11.76  
Total: 8473.8  0.88   2.88   2.89   4.67   16.96  

Data supplied by County Durham Council, Northumberland County Council, Teesside Archaeology, 
Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council, Middlesbrough Council and Newcastle City Council, 2017. 
Area provided by Ordnance Survey. Values rounded up to two-decimal places. 
 

After Tyne and Wear and Teesside have the second highest number of events per square 

kilometre. The density of archaeological events in this area has caused some controversy. 

From 2012 pressures on County Council finance resulted in the withdrawal of funding from 

shared council advisory services by Middlesbrough, Redcar and Cleveland borough councils 

(Carter 2017, 3). The withdrawal of these funds was justified by the ‘lack’ of archaeological 

remains in these boroughs (Ibid.). In response to this claim archaeologist, Spencer Carter, 

produced an article with the ironic title ‘Middlesbrough: has no archaeology?’ in order to 

portray the vast array of archaeological finds found throughout Teesside (Carter 2017). 

These include, but are not limited to, the Bronze-Age burial mound at Greatham Creek, 

Iron-Age settlements at Thorpe Thewles and the Romano-British villa at Quarry Farm 

Ingleby Barwick (Carter 2017, 8-10). In addition successful community-led research has been 

conducted as part of the River Tees Rediscovered Landscape Partnership and the Village Atlas 

projects at Elwick and Hart respectively highlight the potential for public involvement in 

heritage and archaeology (Ibid.). Research initiatives in Teesside such as the discovery of 
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Street Houses’ Anglo-Saxon cemetery have had a major impact not only in the terms of 

knowledge produced but in involving the public in future archaeological initiatives (see 

Chapter 6 and 7). The reduction of local government financial support for heritage advisors 

is an on-going concern for archaeological practitioners (see Carter 2017).   

 

Figure 4.1 HER events recorded per km2 showing the greater amount of archaeological 

events in Tyne and Wear than more rural counties.  

  
Data supplied by County Durham Council, Northumberland County Council, Teesside Archaeology, 
Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council, Middlesbrough Council and Newcastle City Council, 2017. 
Area provided from Ordnance Survey dataset.  
 

Examination of the number of HER entries from 1980 to 2015 can provide data for the 

extent of archaeological research across the region. This dataset can be compared to 

external metrics in order to gain insights into factors that can influence the number of 

archaeological events. Figure 4.2 provides an overview of the number of HER event 

entries across the studied counties. The linear trend line shows an overall increase in 

archaeological projects in the north-east of England from 1980 to 2015. This increase is 

particularly evident after the introduction of Planning Policy Guidance 16 (PPG16 

henceforth) in 1990.  
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Figure 4.2 HER event entries across County Durham, Northumberland, Teesside, and Tyne 

and Wear between 1980 and 2015.  

 

 
Data supplied by County Durham Council, Northumberland County Council, Teesside Archaeology, 
Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council, Middlesbrough Council and Newcastle City Council, 2017.  
 

Figure 4.2 illustrates the impact of external events on the number of archaeological 

events recorded in local HER’s such as the introduction of PPG16 in 1990 (Point A) and 

the 2008 recession (Point B). Both have a visible impact upon how much archaeology 

took place across the region. While PPG16 can be seen to have been the catalyst for the 

gradual increase of archaeological research across the region, subsequent policy changes 

such as PPS5 (Point C) do not appear to have had an impact upon the number of 

archaeological events. While there is an increase in the number of events after the 

introduction of the National Policy Framework (Point D), this probably correlates more 

closely to post-recession recovery as the ‘Great’ recession of 2008 was announced to 

have ended in 2014, which sparked an increase in development due to the prospects of a 

more stable economy. In 2014 there is a spike in the number of entries in (Point G), this 

could be a direct result of the increased number of housing developments and infra-
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structure projects that are noted across the country (Office for National Statistics, ONS 

2015 see Figure 4.3).  

 

Figure 4.3 value of UK construction between 1997 and 2014 (ONS 2015). 

 
 

The overall value of construction output, in particular, housing and infrastructure 

schemes demonstrate trends comparable to those observed in Figure 4.2. The years 

2009-2010, and 2011-2013, show a reduction in construction outputs, which is directly 

comparable to the significant decrease of recorded archaeological events during these 

periods as indicated by Figure 4.2 (ONS 2015). This strongly suggests that there is a link 

between trends in HER and construction output data. Both the construction industry 

and archaeological practices were impacted by broader economic trends, in particular, the 

2018 recession. As the majority of archaeological events are associated with construction 

schemes, economic factors that slow the construction industry also have a direct effect 

upon the quantity of archaeological initiatives.  

 The National Planning Policy Framework (henceforth NPPF) did not have any 

dramatic impact upon the number of archaeological events, and did little more than 

emphasise the importance of keeping archaeology within planning policy. NPPF did 

have the potential however, to highlight and enhance the impact of developer-led 

archaeological research through the emphasis place on ‘wider social, cultural, economic 

and environmental benefits’ of the archaeological record (NPPF 2012, 12:126, 30) (See 

Chapter 6/7). However, the extent to which NPPF has achieved this is problematic to 
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measure as HER data and quite often reports rarely include data about the dissemination 

of findings.  

 Each county within the north-east of England demonstrates a different pattern in 

the number of HER events recorded. The number of records created by Tyne and Wear 

county council illustrates the gradual increase of HER events between 1990 to 2008. 

From the introduction of PPG16 in 1990. Tyne and Wear's event records climb gradually 

from 22 to 213 events in 2008 (Newcastle City Council 2015). From 2008, HER events 

started to gradually decline reaching their lowest number of 140 in 2012. From 2012 the 

number of events started to increase during a period of economic recovery before the 

official end of the recession in 2014. While Tyne and Wear's HER metrics shows a 

regular and sustainable curve, datasets obtained from County Durham, Northumberland 

and Teesside are more erratic. There are a number of noticeable spikes illustrated in 

Figure 4.2. For example, Point E shows a spike in the number of HER event entries 

recorded in the County Durham HER dataset. This spike occurred between 1983 and 

1989 and correlates with the Durham Archaeological Survey, a county-wide field-walking 

project carried out by Durham University (Durham 2015). The aim of this research was 

to obtain data on the broader archaeological trends across County Durham (Ibid.). The 

systematic field-walking survey led to the identification of previously unknown areas of 

the county with archaeological potential (Durham 2015). In 1987 field-walking in 

Sedgefield resulted in medieval and post-medieval pottery, ceramic building material, a 

clay pipe and worked flint being obtained (Ibid.). While many of the sites explored, 

resulted in the recovery of little archaeological evidence, the survey succeeded in 

providing a broad overview of archaeology in County Durham. Prior to this the majority 

of knowledge about the archaeology of County Durham was focused upon the city or 

known Scheduled Ancient Monuments, in addition to specific high profile sites such as 

the Late Neolithic-Bronze Age burial chamber at Copt Hill in Houghton-le-Spring 

(which is now located within the Tyne and Wear county boundary), excavated by Canon 

Greenwell and Mr. T. Robinson in 1877 and subsequently re-evaluated by Dr. Robert 

Young in 1985 (Young 1985 and Fig. 4.4). The long-term impact of Durham University’s 

research influenced the range of sites deemed to have archaeological potential in future 

assessments, and therefore has an impact in any subsequent desk-based assessment and 

judgement on archaeological significance. The long-term impact of this research would 

not have been evident when the University set out to conduct its study demonstrating 

the value of pursuing research that may not have an immediate benefit to society. A 
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similar spike in activity can be observed in the Teesside's dataset at point F. This spike 

potentially correlates with a drive to update HER records by logging known sites 

(Middlesbrough 2015). In 2014 at Points G and H, Figure 4.2 shows post-recession 

spikes in the number of archaeological events recorded in County Durham and 

Northumberland. In addition there is a smaller increase in the number of events that 

occurred in Teesside. This spike correlates with construction metrics displayed in Figure 

4.3, which indicate a nationwide increase of construction outputs, which may have had a 

direct impact upon the number of rescue-led initiatives.  

 

Figure 4.4 Copt Hill the 

location of a Late Neolithic- 

Bronze Age burial near 

Houghton-le-Spring, Tyne 

and Wear excavated by 

Canon Greenwell in 1877 

and re-examined by Robert 

Young in 1985 (Young 

1985) (Author's own).  

The stark difference in consistency between the number of event records created in Tyne 

and Wear and those of the other counties can be explained by geographical and 

economic factors. Within Tyne and Wear there are two major north-eastern cities, 

Sunderland and Newcastle-upon-Tyne in addition to several large towns such as South 

Shields and Gateshead (see Section 4.4). The presence of these large economically 

significant towns could have had an influence in the consistency of the number of 

commercial and housing developments. In contrast, both Northumberland and County 

Durham are larger rural counties. County Durham has a prominent city centre whereas 

Northumberland is home to several large towns including Hexham, Morpeth and 

Berwick-upon-Tweed. Within these counties there is no consistent programme of 

development which can explain the peaks and troughs in HER event numbers in 

comparison to the stable curve of data from Tyne and Wear. For example, the peak 

shown at Point E on Figure 4.2 in both the Durham and Northumberland dataset, was 

caused by a slight increase in the number of events that occurred between 1983 and 1988 

through research initiatives. In Teesside there are fewer archaeological event records than 

any other county. As Table 4.2 illustrates however this is more of a reflection of the 
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smaller geographical area of Teesside as the county has more event records per square 

kilometre than County Durham or Northumberland. These observations also correlate 

with the analysis of the distribution of HER events provided in Section 4.3.3. 

 The broad overview of archaeological event entries presented here illustrates the 

stark contrast between the number of archaeological events before and after the 

introduction of PPG16 within Planning Policy. Not only is this difference represented in 

the contrast in the number of events before November 1990 but is also demonstrated in 

the different contributors and types of events which are recorded in the HER database 

(See Section 4.4). Even with PPG16 superseded by PPS5 and then NPPF, the legacy of 

the policy has had an enduring impact upon the incorporation of archaeology within 

planning.  The long-term effect of PPG16 has led to most archaeological initiatives in the 

region being associated with development (see Section 4.4). Research endeavours 

conducted by partnerships, universities and societies form only a small part of HER data 

(see Section 4.4). Therefore, the sustainability of archaeological practice at the level 

demonstrated in the aforementioned data can only be maintained as a result of external 

economic and development pressures that in turn lead to archaeological assessment and 

intervention. In order to further understand the scope and scale of events that took place 

in the region, the following sections interrogate the HER datasets and outline the agents 

involved in research, the types of projects which occur and the geographical spread of 

research across the region over time.  

 It is important to note that this chapter considers the start date for archaeological 

events rather than the date of project completion. The start date of archaeological 

fieldwork provides a greater insight into patterns associated with the initial driver for 

research, whereas the completion date of a project is a variable affected by the length of 

time it takes for post-excavation and completion of a report. This can create irregularities 

in the dataset, because long-term projects with large datasets and assemblage can take 

longer to process therefore prolonging the completion date. In addition, non-developer 

funded research undertaken without a time limit, pushed by a client reliant upon a 

completion report to fulfil planning conditions, can sometimes take longer to submit, or 

may not be submitted to a HER at all. It is also important to note that the HER 

databases portray research in relation to report submissions and therefore long-term 

research projects such as those at Arbeia Roman fort in Tyne and Wear and Binchester 

Fort in County Durham feature in the dataset only when an interim report was 

submitted. Therefore, research which has continued for a number of years will only have 
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one data entry for a single year. An additional irregularity in the data is the possibility of 

archaeological events occurring without the local HER office being informed. This is 

possible because it is not a requirement for researchers to register for permission to 

excavate an archaeological site. However, due to the proactivity of County 

Archaeologists and HER officers the likelihood of them not becoming aware of an 

excavation is unlikely.    

4.4 Archaeological Producers and Event Types  

To further understand the scale and scope of archaeological research in the region, we 

must consider the different types of events that have occurred in addition to the 

organisations and individuals who contributed to these events. The quantification of 

archaeological producers and event types is achievable through HER datasets however, 

these metrics only provide a partial insight into archaeological practice and research. For 

instance, HER datasets do not provide in-depth details about the size of workforce in 

terms of number of participating volunteers, academics and career archaeologists 

involved or the quality of research (see Ulm 2013; Moore 2006). The following section 

considers the different types of research produced in the north-east of England and the 

types of producers. To ensure cohesion, terminology used in this section conforms with 

that used for data entry in the HER databases, using definitions of event type as outlined 

by the Forum on Information Standards in Heritage (FISH) created by Historic England 

(Historic England 2014).   

4.4.1 Archaeolog i ca l  Event Types 

Archaeological events can broadly be defined as rescue or research (see Section 1.1). 

With the introduction of the North East Regional Framework (henceforth NERRF), the 

distinctions between rescue and research initiatives have become increasingly merged. 

NERRF presents an assessment of knowledge about archaeology in the north-east of 

England and presents research questions and strategies to address gaps in knowledge 

(Petts and Gerrard 2006, 1). This has enabled both ‘rescue and developer-funded’ 

archaeological initiatives to tie projects to the aims and objectives outlined in NERRF 

enabling threat-led initiatives to incorporate a research focus (Ibid.). Unlike research 

excavation, however, threat-led projects have to work within the parameters dictated by 

the area that is under threat and schemes of investigation approved by Council advisory 

teams rather than through selection based on the hypothesis of the researcher. 
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Therefore, unlike research projects, archaeologists engaged in threat-led initiatives rarely 

have the luxury of selecting the site, period of site, or level of investigation. These 

elements are negotiated within constraints dictated by the situation, stakeholders, 

planning conditions and ultimately, the preservation and presence of archaeological 

remains (see also Chapter 8). While NERRF allows the archaeological sector to move 

away from limiting categorisations of types of producers (Section 1.6), the distinction 

between research, volunteer and commercial archaeology remain useful categories as they 

allow us to easily define and understand the different opportunities and challenges each 

sub-sector faces (see Section 4.3.2). The following section considers the role of different 

sub-sectors that contribute to archaeological research. 

4.4.2 Archaeolog i ca l  Contr ibutors 

Contributors, or producers of archaeological research are often stereotyped as being 

involved in certain types of archaeological research (see Section 1.6). For example, 

commercial units rather than volunteer, academics or private individuals more frequently 

conduct developer-led projects. Non-threat led research archaeology is often associated 

with Universities or Societies. These generalisations are becoming increasingly 

problematic because of the variety of projects and processes that organisations engage 

with. Commercial units are frequently contracted to organise and supervise research-led 

initiatives. For example, in 2013 the Archaeological Practice, a commercial unit located in 

Newcastle Upon Tyne, was contracted to run an extensive number of Heritage Lottery 

funded community projects. These included excavations at Dukesfield Smelter’s Mill, 

Northumberland Park, Lindisfarne Community excavations (The Archaeological Practice 

LTD 2017a and b; Bell 2015; see also ASDU 2012). The commercial unit was 

responsible for the supervision and training of volunteer participants who contributed to 

the outcomes of the research through the processes they were involved in. Arguably, the 

above examples demonstrate the diversity of contracts obtained by commercial 

archaeological practices especially community initiatives funded by investors such as the 

Heritage Lottery Fund. The involvement of commercial units in conducting research 

with volunteers is not a new phenomenon. Excavations run by Tyne and Wear Museums 

Archaeology Unit at Arbeia and Segedunum Roman forts during the 1980s and early 

1990s exemplify this. The Archaeology Unit invited local volunteers in addition 

individuals involved in the Man Power Scheme that aimed to provide employment 

opportunities that enabled the re-training of unemployed people (IN12; IN70; IN73 and 
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IN109). Some developer-led research projects have also included scope for student and 

volunteer involvement (IN72 and IN89). For example, the 2015 excavations at Bedale 

conducted by Pre-construct archaeology provided students from Newcastle University 

with the opportunity to gain professional fieldwork experience in addition to allowing 

volunteers from the Swaledale and Arkengarthdale archaeology group to be involved in 

post-excavation (IN89). In addition, there are ranges of examples of collaborative 

initiatives that involve multiple stakeholders. For instance, excavations at Binchester 

Roman fort was a collaborative project conducted by Durham County Council, the 

Architectural and Archaeological Society of Durham and Northumberland, Durham and 

Stanford Universities and Archaeological Services. In addition, the commercial unit 

Archaeological Research Services (ARS) founded the Rescued from the Sea project that was 

prompted by a volunteer archaeologist's concern about the exposure of archaeological 

remains at Low Hauxley in Northumberland (Waddington 2014, 1-10). The project 

involved collaboration between ARS, Northumberland Wildlife Trust and many 

volunteers, students and specialists (Ibid., v-vi).  It remains uncommon in the north-east 

for commercial units to proactively identify opportunities to create a rescue initiative and 

raise finances to enable research. As demonstrated above, most commercial units are 

reactive to initiatives associated with developer investment.  

 Despite endeavours to create a cohesive process for data entry in HERs, it is 

often difficult to identify all the stakeholders involved in research without resorting to 

the individual reports. For example, in 2013 Allen Archaeology Limited was contracted 

by a developer to conduct excavations of the footings of terrace housing at Burleigh 

Garth in Hendon, Sunderland prior to the development of new residential properties 

(Allen Archaeology Ltd 2013a and b, 1). The site was identified as locally important and 

the aim of the developer-funded research was to gain insights into the construction of 

the terrace houses and living conditions of the former inhabitants during the 18th and 19th 

-century; a period of intense industrial activity in the dockland area of Hendon (Ibid.). 

While essentially a threat-led, developer-funded initiative, the final report included an 

acknowledgement to nearby residents who took interest in the excavation and 

contributed information to the project (Allen Archaeology Ltd 2013b, 10). In addition 

previous work conducted at Burleigh Garth referenced in Allen Archaeology’s desk-

based assessments and subsequent reports, highlights the collaborative nature of 

archaeology. Past research is shown to directly inform subsequent investigations, with 

reference being made to previous community research such as the 2010 Heritage Lottery 
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Funded ‘What’s in a name?’ project, and the 2011 Silver Street Community Archaeology 

project funded, by the Sunderland Heritage forum (Allen Archaeology Ltd 2013a and 

Abrahamson 2011) in addition to developer-led trial trenching in 2013 also conducted by 

Allen Archaeology (2013b).  Therefore, while listed on the HER as being conducted by 

Allen Archaeology Ltd for development the actual process involved many more 

stakeholders and contributions. This highlights the simplicity of quantitative analysis of 

large datasets because without looking at every report it is easy to over generalise and 

miss the complexity and collaborative details a project and the people and organisations 

involved.  

 The above examples demonstrated that the stereotypes associated with particular 

sub-sectors and the type of projects that they engage with. It is however useful to use 

sub-sector divisions to identify how many archaeological projects are motivated by 

research aims, threat of development or to rescue remains from environmental factors. 

With acknowledgement of these limitations the following section provides a broad 

overview of the people and organisations that contribute event records to Historic 

Environment Records.  

4.4.2.1 HER Contributions 

In County Durham between 2005 and 2015 there are 132 unique contributors of to the 

HER dataset (see Tab 4.3). Commercial organisation formed 81.82% (108 out of 132) of 

the unique producers recorded, while universities represented 3.03% (4 out of 132) of 

contributors to the HER record during this time. Figure 4.5 demonstrates the sub-

sectors which contributed to HER event records between 1980 and 2015. In particular, it 

shows a shift from the prominence of university-led initiatives towards commercial 

endeavours after the introduction of PPG16.  

 

Table 4.3 Table which shows the number of unique contributions to County Durham’s 

HER database between 2005 and 2015.  

Contributions to County Durham's HER between 2005 and 2015 

Type of producer: Number of unique producers % 
Commercial organisation 108  81.82  
Collaborations between different groups 6  4.55  
Independent researchers 4  3.03  
Media Production endeavours 1  0.76  
Advisory agencies 2  1.52  
Cathedral Archaeologist 1  0.76  
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Societies and groups 5  3.79  
Universities 4  3.03  
Unknown Producer 1  0.76  
Total: 132 100 

 

In Tyne and Wear between 2005 and 2015 there are 148 unique contributors recorded in 

the HER dataset (see Tab. 4.4). Over 77% (114 out of 148) of these contributions are 

from commercial organisations and fewer than 15% (22 out of 148) are related to 

independent researchers or specialist advisors. There are significantly less HER entries 

for the period between 1980 and 1990 in Tyne and Wear than County Durham.  

 

Figure 4.5 Archaeological producers as recorded in the HER records for County Durham  
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Table 4.4 Number of unique contributions to Tyne and Wear’s HER database between 

2005 and 2015.  

Contributions to Tyne and Wear's HER between 2005 and 2015 

Type of producer: 
Number of unique 
producers % 

Commercial organisation 114  77.03  
Collaborations between different groups 2  1.35  
Independent researchers or specialists 22  14.86  
Museum 1  0.68  
Advisory agencies 5  3.38  
Societies and groups 2  1.35  
Universities 2  1.35  
Total: 148  100.00  

 

 

Figure 4.6 Events recorded in local HER’s and the type of organisation that conduct 

research.  
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In Northumberland between 2005 and 2015 there were 78 unique contributors to the 

HER dataset (Tab. 4.5). Commercial organisations formed 69.23% (54 out of 78) and 

independent researchers and/or specialist represented 15.38% (12 out of 78) of unique 

contributors to the HER. In total only one university is recorded as contributing to 

Northumberland's HER record between 2005-2015 forming 1.28% (1 out of 78) of the 

total of unique contributions. This low representation may relate to the absence 

universities located in Northumberland however, this finding is comparable to the 1.35% 

(2 out of 148), 2.6% (2 out of 77) and 3.03% (4 out of 132) unique university 

contributions in Tyne and Wear, Teesside and County Durham HER records. In 

addition, it is important to note that while universities represent a small percentage of 

unique producers in HER records, the same universities often contribute to event 

datasets. These contributions however, are marginal compared to developer-led 

initiatives (see Figs. 4.5 and 4.6). 

 

Table 4.5 Unique contributions to Northumberland’s HER database between 2005 and 

2015.  

Contributions to Northumberland's HER between 2005 and 2015   

Type of producer: Number of unique producers % 

Commercial organisation 54  69.23  
Trust 2  2.56  
Independent researchers or specialists 12  15.38  
Collaborations 1  1.28  
Advisory agencies 2  2.56  
Societies and groups 3  3.85  
Research and commercial organisation 1  1.28  
Unknown 2  2.56  
Universities 1  1.28  
Total: 78 100 

 

HER records from Tees Archaeology (Hartlepool and Stockton-on-Tees), 

Middlesbrough County Council and Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council there were a 

total of 1001 event records between 2005 and 2015 (Tab. 4.5). Data from Tees 

Archaeology and Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council demonstrate that there were 7 

unique producers of HER event records. The Middlesbrough dataset did not contain 

details of the organisations involved initiatives and therefore this data is absence in the 

following discussion. Commercial organisations formed 73% (57 out of 77) of the unique 

producers identified in the dataset. In total two universities, 2.5% (2 of 78) conducted 
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research in the Teesside area between 2005 and 2015. Local societies such as Tees 

Archaeology (TAS) and the North East Vernacular Architecture Group contributed to 

3.9% (3 out of 77) of the unique producers identified in the datasets.  

 

Table 4.6 Unique HER event contributions to database between 2005 and 2015.  

Contributions to Teesside's HERs between 2005 and 2015 

Type of producer: Number of unique producers % 

Commercial organisation 57 73.0 
Independent researchers or specialists 9 11.7 
Trust 1 1.3 
Advisory agencies 4 5.2 
Societies and groups 3 3.9 
Universities 2 2.6 
Council 1 1.3 
Total: 77 100 

 

There is a clear distinction between the types of organisations that operate in the county 

between 1989 and 1990 and those involved in research after the introduction of PPG16. 

For instance in County Durham HER records show that 78% of the 85 different 

producers of archaeological event records prior to the introduction of PPG16 in 

November 1990 were associated with university research initiatives (Fig. 4.5). The spike 

in activity in 1987 is associated with an extensive field-walking project (see Section 4.2). 

In County Durham there is an abrupt decrease in university-led interventions after the 

introduction of PPG16. This decline reflects the creation of Durham University's 

Archaeological Services, a commercial unit and perhaps a shift in academic focus away 

from initiatives within County Durham. Between 1980 and 1990, there were 123 event 

entries in Tyne and Wear, 38% (31 of 123) events are developer-led. The large number of 

pre-PPG16 initiatives illustrate local recognition for the value of archaeological resources 

prior to inclusion within planning guidance. For example, between 1986 and 1989 Tyne 

and Wear Museums conducted excavations in advance of the construction of the 

Western Bypass in Denton (Bidwell 1996). In addition, many pre-1990 initiatives are 

associated with interventions located along the line of Hadrian's Wall, a designated 

World Heritage Site since 1987. The trend of ensuring archaeological monitoring on 

initiatives located along Hadrian's Wall is demonstrated in the concentration of HER 

events that show the trajectory of the wall (Fig. 4.13). Other pre-1990 research and 

rescue excavations in Newcastle were associated with known monuments such as Black 
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Friars, the Castle Garth and medieval city walls (Harbottle 1974; 1981; Harbottle and 

Fraser 1987; Nolan et al 1989; Nolan 2013). Newcastle University, under the name of the 

Archaeological Unit for the north-east conducted excavations at Dog Bank and Queen 

Street at the Quayside (see Section 4.2). There are noticeably fewer pre-1990 event 

records in Northumberland and Teesside. Perhaps this is in part because of the scale of 

development within Tyne and Wear and the presence of Durham University in County 

Durham prompting and enabling a greater number of rescue initiatives.  

 After the introduction of PPG16 in 1990 all of the data demonstrates an increase 

in the number of HER events in association with developer-led initiatives. 

Archaeological producers such as local societies, university departments and private 

researchers maintain a more consistent contribution between 1980 and 2015 unlike 

developer-led initiatives that are closely linked to the construction industry and external 

economic trends (see Section 4.3). As the primary producer of archaeological research 

developer-funded archaeology can be expected to have had the greatest social impact. 

The impact of decades of commercial funded research is particularly demonstrable in the 

value of the knowledge produced (see Section 6.1), however, as discussed later, 

challenges associated with the dissemination of data has limited the impact of the 

greatest contributor of archaeological events in the region. Comparatively, long-term 

initiatives conducted by private individuals, volunteers, societies and universities which 

collaboratively contribute to the least number of HER events, often achieve more instant 

and tangible recognition for their contributions within archaeology. For instance, 

privately funded excavations conducted at Street Houses generated a high level of public 

interest and has resulted in the permanent exhibition at Kirkleatham Museum (see also 

Section 6.2 and 6.3.2). It is therefore important to focus not only upon the metrics of 

output but also to understand the types of projects, operational contexts and perceived 

impact (see Chapter 5-8).  

4.4.2.2 Event Distribution 

This section provides an analysis of the geographic distribution of HER initiatives and 

contributes a broad understanding about the operational contexts of archaeological research 

and practice in the north-east. It was envisioned that this examination would highlight the 

geographical spread of events and areas of high and low concentration of archaeological 

initiatives. The patterns depicted in Figures 4.7-4.14 suggests that there are four main factors 

that influence the presence of archaeological intervention, these are; the presence of 
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archaeology of significance; prime development locations; infrastructure projects; and the 

presence of surface water.  

 

 

Figure 4.7 

Distribution of 

archaeological 

events recorded in 

County Durham's 

HER between 

2005 and 2015.  

 
 
 
 

© Crown copyright and database rights [2018] Ordnance Survey (100025252) Edina supplied service, 
for educational use only. HER data points provided by Durham County Council 2015. 
 
Archaeological events are more frequently associated with known areas of archaeological 

significance than areas where remains have not previously been found. For instance, the 

route way of Hadrian's Wall is clearly indicated in the linear event pattern that extends from 

South Shields along Hexham Road (Fig. 4.13 and 4.14). This trend continues through the 

Northumberland dataset where the linear pattern of HER events extends along the line of 

Hadrian's Wall (Fig. 4.9). Figures 4.7 and 4.8 demonstrate a similar pattern in Durham City's 

historical peninsular where a concentration of archaeological events can be observed. 

Historical towns such as Berwick-upon-Tweed, Hexham, Corbridge and Morpeth in 

Northumberland and Hartlepool's Headland in Teesside also have a high concentration of 

events (Figs. 4.9-12). Event localities in Figure 4.11 also highlight the location of 

Guisborough Priory and initiatives associated with Kirkleatham Museum. These correlations 

demonstrate the value of maintaining up-to-date and accessible HER records because past 

archaeological discoveries inform future decisions to conduct archaeological schemes.  
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Figure 4.8 Distribution 

of archaeological events 

recorded in County 

Durham's HER 

between 2005 and 2015 

that occurred around 

the City Centre.  

 
 
 
 

© Crown copyright and database rights [2018] Ordnance Survey (100025252) Edina supplied service, 
for educational use only. HER data points provided by Durham County Council 2015. 
 

Unsurprisingly, localities that have undergone regeneration or housing schemes are also 

associated with higher concentrations of archaeological events. This is particularly evident 

when comparing the localities of event data with contemporary settlement patterns. Quite 

often events are associated with towns or the fringe areas of settlements. This is particularly 

evident in Figure 4.13. As the most densely settled county, Tyne and Wear has a significantly 

greater number of HER events, most of which are located in close proximity to urbanised 

areas. An exception to this pattern is evident in the location of events in less-urban localities 

which often correlate with quarry schemes such as the Fox Covert initiative conducted by 

Tyne and Wear Museums (Hodgson et al 2012 see also ASDU 2005), infrastructure schemes 

such as the wind farm located at Great Eppleton (Smith 2006) and developments associated 

with the Nissan factory at Washington (NPA 2009a and b). By contrast, this pattern is 

observable in the distribution of archaeological events in more rural locations such as the 

Cheviots in Northumberland and Weardale in County Durham where undeveloped areas are 

shown to have few archaeological events (for example Figs. 4.7 and 4.9). The area of 

Teesside, however, differs somewhat as while there is a greater concentration of 

archaeological events in urban areas, there is a more even distribution of records associated 

with rural areas (Fig. 4.11). These maps can be seen therefore to provide an insight into the 
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influence of development processes upon archaeological practice and the geographical 

spread of knowledge about archaeology in the region.  

 
Figure 4.9 Distribution of 

archaeological events 

recorded in 

Northumberland's HER 

between 2005 and 2015.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

© Crown copyright and database rights [2018] Ordnance Survey (100025252) Edina supplied service, 
for educational use only. HER data points provided by Northumberland County Council 2015. 
 
Infrastructure initiatives also make a noticeable impact upon the distribution pattern of 

archaeological events. For instance, Figure 8 provides an overview of archaeological events 

near Durham City. To the west of the city there is a clear strip of HER event records, these 

are associated with plans to construct a western relief road to reduce traffic in the centre of 

the city. In addition, aforementioned wind-farm schemes such as that at Great Eppleton; 

Fox Covert, Tanfield, Shotton and Delhi surface mines and Thrislington Quarry also 

contribute archaeological events observable in the distribution maps (Hodgson et al 2014 and 

McKelvey 2010, 30–1).   
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Figure 4. 10 Distribution 

of archaeological events 

recorded in 

Northumberland's HER 

between 2005 and 2015 

showing the northern 

coastline.  

 

 

 
© Crown copyright and database rights [2018] Ordnance Survey (100025252) Edina supplied service, 
for educational use only. HER data points provided by Northumberland County Council 2015. 

 

Figure 4.11 Distribution of 

archaeological events 

recorded in Teesside. 

 

 

 

 

 

© Crown copyright and database rights [2018] Ordnance Survey (100025252) Edina supplied service, for 

educational use only. HER data points provided by Redcar and Cleveland borough Council, Tees 

Archaeology, 2015 and Middlesbrough Council 2018. 
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Another interesting correlation exists between the presence of archaeological event records 

and surface water features such as rivers, streams and lakes. This is a pattern that is more 

prominent within Northumberland and County Durham than Tyne and Wear and Teesside. 

This correlation may reflect development-control initiatives association with developed areas 

located alongside valley basin watercourses. For instance, Fig. 4.7 shows a linear stretch of 

HER events along the Wear Basin. A more ambiguous pattern is evident along the river 

Tees and Harwood Beck to the south of the county (Fig. 4.7). In Northumberland a similar 

pattern of distribution of events located in valley basins can be observed (Fig. 4.9). These 

distribution patterns suggest that archaeological investigations are more likely to occur in 

river basins than localities with higher elevations or in remote localities. This insight may 

reflect, however, the presence of contemporary settlement alongside watercourses and 

development-led initiatives rather than a connection between watercourses and 

archaeological events.  

 

 
Figure 4.12 

Distribution of 

archaeological events 

recorded in Teesside 

between 2005 and 

2015 that occurred 

around the 

Headland. 

  

 

© Crown copyright and database rights [2018] Ordnance Survey (100025252) Edina supplied service, for 

educational use only. HER data points provided by Redcar and Cleveland 2015, Tees Archaeology 2016, 

Middlesbrough Council 2018. 

 

 



	   130	  

 
 

Figure 4.13 Distribution of 

archaeological events 

recorded in Tyne and 

Wear's HER between 

2005 and 2015.  
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educational use only. HER data points provided Newcastle City Council, 2015. 

 

 
Figure 4.14 Distribution of 

archaeological events 

recorded in Tyne and 

Wear's HER between 2005 

and 2015 focusing upon the 

stretch of events showing 

the line of Hadrian's Wall.  
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This section reveals the uneven distribution of archaeological events across the north-east of 

England. The central factors that influence this distribution pattern are associated with the 

presence of known archaeological sites, developer-led and infrastructural projects located in 

urbanised areas which are often, but not exclusively, located alongside water courses. These 

findings have implications upon understanding archaeological practice and research in the 

north-east. In particular, it demonstrates the extensive scope of predominantly developer-led 

initiatives in the region and highlights the benefit of academic and volunteer initiatives that 

have greater autonomy to select sites to investigate. While academic and volunteer initiatives 

produce significantly fewer HER event records, the fact that they function within a different 

operational contexts enables research initiatives to focus upon landscapes that are unlikely to 

be developed. The contrasting scopes of the operational contexts of the sub-sectors of 

archaeology can create an additional layer of knowledge about the past which is not centred 

around contemporary development agendas.   

4.5 Discussion 

This chapter has provided a range of desk-based insights that demonstrate the scale and 

scope of archaeological initiatives in the north-east of England. The analysis of HER 

records presented in this chapter highlights three main issues. Firstly, the effectiveness of 

quantifiable data and the HER to assess the impact of archaeological research; secondly 

the potential biases involved in using quantifiable and geographical data to illustrate 

impact; and thirdly the value of quantitative metrics in debates about the impact of 

archaeological research.   

 The metrics presented here illustrate the extensive role of commercial 

organisations in archaeological initiatives in the north-east of England. Development-

control contributions to HER records are greater than the combined number of 

initiatives conducted by heritage bodies, universities, volunteer programmes and 

individuals. To argue, however, that the sheer quantity of event equates to impact is a 

simplistic approach that overlooks the range of interrelated variables that can influence 

the perceived value of research and fieldwork. While development-led endeavours in the 

north-east of England contribute significantly to HER data entries, many of these 

contributions consist of unpublished desk-based assessments, geophysical surveys, 

watching briefs and small-scale test pits. Rarely, do these methods of investigation 

conducted within the client constraints and planning conditions result in the societal 

impacts highly regarded within research and volunteer-led initiatives. Never the less, 
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these initiatives significantly contribute to quantity of archaeological knowledge, which 

can be used to inform future research decisions, and the identification of site of 

archaeological potential (see Section 6.2). While not every developer-led archaeological 

event will return a positive result, occasionally interventions can result in the discovery of 

sites of unexpected research value as portrayed by Pre-Construct Archaeology’s 

excavations of a Romano-British settlement at Faverdale in Darlington (Proctor, 2012). 

Excavations conducted at Faverdale resulted in the discovery of a possible Roman sauna 

or sweat room characterised by a hypocaust, plastered walls and opus signinum (Ibid., 177). 

This discovery can be used to challenge established narratives about the lack of 

Romanisation in the north-east of England (Proctor 2012, 163 see also Section 6.2). In 

addition, the 2009/2010, excavations conducted by Tyne and Wear Museums at Shotton, 

near Cramlington, Northumberland in advance of surface mining resulted in the 

discovery of an Anglo-Saxon settlement (McKelvey 2010, 30-31). The discovery of this 

settlement at Shotton is important because it is located in the gap between clusters of 

known sites in north Northumberland and north Yorkshire (Ibid., 31; Petts and Gerrard 

2006, 63). Without developer-led interventions such as this, the geographical gap in 

knowledge about Anglo-Saxon settlements would be greater (see also Section 6.2). 

 As demonstrated in Section 4.4.2.2, development-control initiatives often take 

place in areas where contemporary people wish to develop and in relation to known sites 

of historic or archaeological importance such as Hadrian’s Wall or Durham City (Figures 

4.7-14). This has resulted in extensive knowledge about certain localities while less 

densely occupied areas of the north-east have received less attention. Therefore, while 

there are significantly less university, society and independent research initiatives, these 

projects have the freedom to investigate landscapes which would rarely receive 

development-control funding. The exception to this, demonstrated by developer-funded 

archaeological initiatives for quarry or open-cast extensions such as excavations for 

Bank's Mining Delhi surface mine which resulted in the discovery of Iron-Age deposits 

(Hodgson et al 2012, 9). The freedom to investigate these little known areas enhances the 

impact of the research produced. For example, while there is extensive knowledge about 

Roman forts and settlements from targeted site focused excavations, less is known about 

less densely occupied localities (Petts and Gerrard 2006, 46). This absence of knowledge 

is being actively addressed in the region through volunteer archaeology, Tynedale 

Archaeology Group (TAG) for example, were formed explicitly to explore understudied 

archaeology north of Hadrian’s Wall (Bowyer 2013). Through a series of non-intrusive 
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landscape surveys the Group has been able to contribute original knowledge that 

enhances our understanding of this area furthering knowledge gained through previous 

intensive archaeological fieldwork conducted on known Roman forts and sites (Bowyer 

et al 2013; 2016; 2017a and b). Altogether Archaeology, a volunteer run archaeology 

society, also contributed to our knowledge of understudied areas. Between 2014 and 

2016 the group conducted an extensive LiDAR survey of Alston Moor and the Allen 

Valley (Ainsworth 2017). This research led to the identification of a range of previously 

unknown sites such as a Roman military camp (Ibid.). In addition, in 2016 the society was 

able to locate and record the trajectory of a Roman road between Whitley Castle and 

Hexham, across Hexham Fell, which prompted subsequent fieldwork investigations 

(Ainsworth 2017; Green and Finch 2016). Both of the aforementioned initiatives have 

contributed to addressing issues identified in the North East Regional Framework 

through investigations of localities poorly studied previously. University-run initiatives 

also have the advantage of conducting targeted investigations as portrayed by the 

extensive amount of research conducted at Bollihope Common in the Wear Valley, 

County Durham between 1988 and 2010 by the University of Leicester, Newcastle 

University and Brigantia Archaeological Practice. Research at Bollihope Common has 

provided unique insights into Romano-British land-use, occupation and trade in 

Weardale's uplands through the excavation of stone built roundhouses and the discovery 

of Roman glass (County Durham 2016). Without these research initiatives, our 

knowledge would be biased, focussed only on landscapes under contemporary threat.  

 This chapter demonstrates that using HER data in isolation of qualitative 

sources, it is problematic to discern research that has produced a significant contribution 

to knowledge and created impacts such as societal benefits, without consultation of 

reports and further qualitative investigation. In addition, it is a challenge to fully 

understand the extent of stakeholder and public involvement in archaeological research 

from HER records alone. While HER database records provide a clear indication of the 

organisations who submitted event records, consultation with site reports is necessary to 

obtain a more complete understanding of the stakeholders involved in archaeological 

initiatives. As previously mentioned, developer-led excavations such as Allen 

Archaeology's rescue initiative at Hendon in Tyne and Wear acknowledge the input of 

local residents (Section 4.2; Allen Archaeology Ltd 2013a and b). This is not normal 

practice within developer-funded initiatives as reports rarely include extensive details 

about outreach, dissemination and publication methods.  
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 The findings outlined in this chapter have a direct implication upon the 

understanding archaeology in the north-east in terms of the scale, scope and range of 

impacts associated with archaeology. While academic and volunteer-led archaeology 

frequently assert the social benefits associated with their schemes of works, this chapter 

demonstrates the extensive impact that developer-led initiatives have in terms of 

knowledge production (see Chapter 6). Despite this output, academic and volunteer 

initiatives remain central within discussions about the societal value of archaeological 

endeavours (for example Orange 2008; 2013a; 2013b; Simpson 2009; 2010; Tully 2010a 

and b; Cohen et al 2012; Cohen and Wragg 2017; Gabie and Wood 2013). This presents a 

challenge within developer-controlled archaeology in terms of gaining recognition for the 

impacts produced from their extensive output and whether processes used by academic 

and volunteer practitioners can benefit this sub-sector.  

 4.6 Summary 

The contextual basis provided in this chapter underpins the exploration of the impacts 

associated with archaeological research and practice in the north-east. Since the 

introduction of PPG16 there has been a direct increase in archaeological events as part 

of development control. This has shaped how most archaeological research and practice 

is conducted in the UK as developer-led schemes, which operate within developer's 

timetables, budgets and site selection processes are the predominant form of initiative. 

Despite the significant contribution to knowledge produced by commercial practices, 

research-led initiatives are more commonly associated with publications that discuss the 

societal value of archaeological research and practice in existing literature. This disparity 

highlights the importance of establishing the broader operational contexts of the sub-

sectors of archaeological research and practice involved in this thesis and also presents an 

insight into the biases, challenges and opportunities that influence archaeological practice 

and research. The scale and scope of archaeological interventions discussed in this 

chapter, provides a platform to contextualise the perception-based data discussed in the 

analyses presented in Chapters 6, 7 and 8.  
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Chapter 5 

Quantifying Archaeological Impact in the North-East of England 

 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter synthesises and presents the quantitative metrics collected during the pilot study 

and the main data collection phase of the project. A total of 267 primary data sources were 

collated between 2014 and 2017 by means of engagement with individuals who were directly 

involved in archaeology in north-east England who had volunteered to participate in this 

research in interviews, focus groups and questionnaires (Section 1.4). Participants included 

volunteers, academics, career archaeologists, students, consultants and local government 

employees (see Section 3.2). The metrics presented in this chapter complement the broader 

contextual insights gathered from Historical Environmental Records (HERs) dynamic 

databases used to record archaeological events as presented in Chapter 4 and the qualitative 

information on perceptions presented in Chapters 6, 7 and 8. Themes are also identified here 

that directly inform the structure of Chapters 6, 7 and 8.  

 In this chapter, Section 5.2 examines the scale and scope of participant engagement 

in this research. Section 5.3 presents an analysis of questionnaire data collected from 

volunteers and archaeological societies during the pilot stage. In Section 5.4 data obtained 

from both demographic and company questionnaires issued to participants involved in 

interviews and focus groups are evaluated. Section 5.5 provides a quantitative analysis from 

coded interview and focus group transcripts. The chapter concludes with a summary of the 

main findings.  

5.2 Participant Engagement 

Figure 5.1 provides an overview of the primary dataset that were collected through 

participant engagement in the course of this research. Analysis of these datasets offer an 

insight into the demographics of participants in the study, which in turn allows an 

understanding of how representative this research is in terms of capturing people's 

perceptions of impact.  
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Figure 5.1 A diagram summarising the number of quantitative and qualitative records (shown 

in brackets).  

 

 
The largest data source comprises demographic questionnaires completed by consenting 

participants at the start of post-pilot interviews and focus groups. These questionnaires 

represent 41.9% of the total number of primary sources of evidence collected (112 out of 

267 sources). Qualitative interview transcripts are the second largest data source forming 

38.9% and focus group transcripts represent 2.9% (104 and 8 sources out of 267 

respectively). Interview and focus group transcripts from the pilot and main data 

collection phases were integrated for the purpose of qualitative and quantitative analyse 

(Section 4.4). Volunteer questionnaires gathered during the pilot formed the third largest 

dataset representing 9.7% (26 out of 267 sources) gathered during the pilot (Section 3.2). 

Society questionnaires produced of 3.3% (9) and company questionnaires 2.9% (8) of the 

267 primary sources (Fig. 5.1). Company questionnaires form the smallest dataset 

because of the limited number of individuals involved in this research who were in a 

position of authority and able to complete the survey.  

5.3 Pilot Study Questionnaire  

In order to collect data from volunteers, archaeology societies and commercial units (Section 

3.2) only a simplified commercial questionnaire was continued in the main data collection 

phase because feedback indicated a preference of discussing impact in an interview rather 

than complete a questionnaire. These initial results still provided valuable insights and are 

therefore are discussed in Section 5.4.2. The pilot commercial questionnaire is not reviewed 
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because the participant abstained from completing the questionnaire expressing a preference 

to answer the questions within an interview setting. The following sections discuss the 

results of the archaeology society and volunteer pilot questionnaires and the opportunities 

and challenges each questionnaire presented.  

5.3.1 Pi lot  Volunteer  Quest ionnaire :  Resul ts  

In 2014 volunteers involved in the Tynedale Archaeology Group (TAG)'s Sewingshields 

landscape survey and the Flodden 500 excavations at Wark Castle in association to the Till 

Valley Archaeological Society (TillVAS) were invited to complete a two-sided paper-based 

questionnaire. This included questions developed to obtain both quantitative and qualitative 

responses (Appendix I). In total twenty-six questionnaires were completed and returned. 

 

5.3.1.1 Questions 1, 2 and 3 aimed to determine the representativeness of the findings of this 

questionnaire in terms of demographic factors. Question 1 prompted participants to specify 

their gender identity; question 2 consisted of a series of selectable age categories and 

question 3 asked about the individual's place of residence (Table 5.1).  

 

Table 5.1 Participant responses to demographic questions 1 and 2. 

 
 

Over 80% (21 individuals) of the 26 participants recruited from volunteers of the 

aforementioned initiatives identified themselves as being over the age of 45 years. The 55 to 

25-‐34	   35-‐44	   45-‐54	   55-‐64	   65-‐74	  
Female	  [F]	   1	   1	   3	   5	   4	  
Male	  [M]	   2	   1	   2	   3	   2	  
No	  Response	   0	   0	   0	   1	   1	  
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64 age range most heavily represented (34.6% of the 26 participants). The 45+ age range has 

greater representation in these results than the younger age groups (See Section 7.2). In 

terms of gender there are more volunteers identifying as female than male, 53.8% (14 

individuals) of the 26 participants identified themselves as female, 38.5% (10 individuals) as 

male and 7.7% (2 individuals) did not provide a response. In answers question 3 over 73% 

(19 individuals) were based in the north-east with 19.2% (5 individuals) travelling from 

outside the region, 7.6% (2 individuals) did not provide a location. The average distance 

travelled by participants was 31.6 miles, the greatest distance travelled was 134 miles (Tab 

5.2).  

 

Table 5.2 Distance travelled between a participant's hometown and the archaeological site 

where they received the questionnaire.  

 

Site: Greatest distance:  Lowest distance:  Average distance:  
Sewingshields, 
Northumberland 

134.0 10.5 32.9 

Wark Castle, 
Northumberland 

51.9 2.6 30.3 

 

Over 65.4% (17 individuals) of the 26 participants lived within Northumberland and 

travelled a distance from 2.6 to 47.8 miles (one-way) to attend the volunteer project where 

they were surveyed. Only 7.7% (2 individuals) of the 26 participants identified their 

hometown as an alternative English county such as County Durham and Tyne and Wear 

(see Figure 5.2). Over 15% (4 individuals) of the 26 participants reported that they had 

travelled from Scotland. For instance, one participant travelled from Falkirk to participate in 

the landscape survey at Sewingshield, a one-way journey of 134 miles. Two student 

participants provided their term-time address at Edinburgh University in addition to their 

none-term time residence such as Madrid in Spain and the Czech Republic. A third student 

did not provide a term time address but noted Bielsko in Poland as their residence. In this 

analysis, the term-time addresses were used because it was a better indicator of where the 

participants travelled from to volunteer.  
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Figure 5.2 The distribution of participant's hometowns.  

 
© Crown copyright and database rights [2018] Ordnance Survey (100025252) Edina supplied service, 

for educational use only. 

 

The geographical distribution of participants of the volunteer questionnaire provides an 

interesting insight into the distance travelled to participate in an archaeological project. 

Without subsequent questions or a follow-up interview it is not possible to identify whether 

participants commuted between their place of residence or if they rented accommodation. 

This issue highlights the limitation of the questionnaire method and the benefit of the semi-

structured interview method which facilitates greater understanding through the ability to 

ask additional questions.     

 

5.3.1.2 Questions 4, 5 and 6 aimed to gain insights into participant’s connections to 

archaeological societies. Question 4 prompted participants to provide the name of any 
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archaeology and history groups they were associated with. Question 5 requested information 

about how the participant heard about the project they were volunteering for and question 6 

asked for a description about why they chose to get involved. In total 15 archaeological 

societies were identified in completed questionnaires (Tab. 5.3). The most commonly 

identified societies included Tynedale Archaeology Group (TAG) and Till Valley 

Archaeological Society (TillVAS) were identified by 38% and 35.6% of the 26 participants 

respectively.  The frequent identification of both TAG and TillVAS is to be expected 

because both societies were key components within the projects where the questionnaire was 

piloted. Society membership was a prerequisite that enabled participation in both projects. 

For instance, all Flodden 500 projects, such as Wark Castle and Flodden Hill, required 

volunteers to join TillVAS who organise insurance cover for participants. Interestingly, 6 

participants identified that they were members of neither organisation. This absence of 

information may reflect the limitation of the on-site questionnaire methodology with 

participants assuming the researcher is aware of these prerequisites or individuals may have 

paid to participate on the project but may not know that this included society membership.  

 

Table 5.3 Quantified list of archaeological societies referred to by participants 

Society Name: Number of Memberships: 
Altogether Archaeology  3 
Border Archaeology Society (BAS) 2 
Coquetdale Community Archaeology (CCA) 5 
Council of British Archaeology (CBA) 2 
Council of British Archaeology North 
(CBAN) 1 
Cromwell Association 1 
Flodden 500 (a project not a society) 3 
Megalithic Portal 1 
Milford History Society 1 
Morpeth Antiquarians 1 
North Pennine AONB 1 
Northumberland Archaeological Group 
(NAG(a)) 3 
Numantia Archaeology Team  1 
Till Valley Archaeological Society (TillVAS) 9 
Tynedale Archaeology Group (TAG) 10 
None 3 
Total: 47 
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Participants frequently identified that they are members of archaeological societies based in 

Northumberland such as the Northumberland Archaeological Group (NAG(a)), Coquetdale 

Community Archaeology (CCA), Border Archaeological Society (BAS), TillVAS and TAG 

(Tab. 5.3). Conversely, the two oldest and largest north-eastern societies the Archaeological 

and Architectural Society of Durham and Northumberland (AASDN) and the Society of 

Antiquarians of Newcastle Upon Tyne (SANT) were not mentioned (Section 4.2). Three 

participants of the volunteer questionnaire were members of national and regional 

organisations like the Council for British Archaeology (CBA) and the Council for British 

Archaeology North (CBAN). A number of participants also identified that they were 

members of history groups such as the Cromwell Association and one participant identified 

themselves as a member of the Megalithic Portal — an online community which brings 

people together to record, protect and publish scheduled megalithic sites through their 

interactive database (The Megalithic Portal 2017, see also Section 7.1). The questionnaire 

showed the range of societies that participants were engaged with, but the interview method 

proved more conducive for obtaining more detailed qualitative insights (see Chapters 6, 7 

and 8). 

 

Figure 5.3 Number of active memberships to archaeological societies each participant 

reported: 
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Figure 5.3 portrays the number of memberships each participant identified in the pilot 

questionnaire. In total 46.1% (12 individuals) of the 26 participants reported membership 

with two or more archaeological societies. This highlights the limitations of using society 

membership or project metrics to measure the number of individuals interested or involved 

in archaeology as people may be counted multiple times because their interest motivates 

engagement in more than one project. Without better understanding about the people who 

engage in volunteer initiatives it is possible that financial investments that support initiatives 

that aim to encourage greater stakeholder participation in heritage related projects may 

simply be providing additional engagement opportunities for individuals who are already 

engaged with archaeology (see Section 5.3). In addition, this may have an impact upon the 

capacity of projects to provide places for interested volunteers. In 2015 No Man’s Land 

Archaeology addressed this issue in their evaluation questionnaire for the Heritage Lottery 

Funded (HLF) project at Cocken Hall in County Durham by asking participants to detail 

their prior experience (No Man's Land 2018). This enabled identification of whether the 

initiative was reaching new audiences or maintaining participants already involved in 

archaeological research. This exercise demonstrated No Man's Land's success in attracting 

new audiences to participate by approaching non-traditional groups associated with local 

colleges, University staff volunteer networks and local residents. In addition, it may also 

indicate people's interest in participating in an initiative that focuses on Great War 

archaeology. The retention of volunteers within an archaeological circuit should not however 

be perceived negatively, it is indicative of the success of archaeological initiatives that 

introduce people to archaeology. For instance, Binchester's field school was occasionally 

referenced as people's initiation to archaeology.  It has also had a demonstrable impact upon 

empowering stakeholders to create research agendas such as Altogether Archaeology's  

research framework which outlines the group's interests and the initiatives members wish to 

engage in over the next five years (Altogether Archaeology Group and Frodsham 2017a, 2 

see also 2017b).  

 

5.3.1.3 Question 5 aimed to gain an insight into how participants found out about volunteer 

opportunities. Participants were asked to provide a qualitative response rather than select 

pre-defined criteria this was beneficial in terms of encouraging personal responses. 

Participant responses are summarised in Table 5.4.  
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Table 5.4 Means by which participants heard about the research project they participated in: 

 

Pathways to engagement: Number of 
participants: 

Membership of a society or mailing list 7 
Internet 4 
Local press 4 
Word of mouth 3+/-3 
Public talk 1+/-3 
No answer 2 
Participation on another site 1 
Project organiser 1 

 

Over 26.9% (7 individuals) of the 26 participants identified that membership of 

archaeological societies was the primary source of information about volunteer opportunities 

in archaeology. Archaeology societies can be seen to be an important pathway to 

participation in archaeological initiatives for those who have an existing membership. 

Proactive Internet searches and press dissemination were also recognised by 4 out of 26 as a 

pathway to engagement. The value of word of mouth or public talks as a way of learning 

about volunteer opportunities was identified in the dataset. For instance three participants 

provided the same individuals name as the motivation for their participation, however, the 

context of the exchange was not provided. This made it problematic to categorise because 

the named individual could have informed people about the volunteer opportunity in either 

a formal talk or in a chance encounter.  

 

5.3.1.4 Question 6 was designed to obtain qualitative insights into participant motivations 

for volunteering in archaeology. The most common theme was the satisfaction, maintenance 

and expansion of personal interest in archaeology, history or the past, and/or the 

development of local landscapes (see also Section 6.2 which expands upon participants 

motivations). Participation in archaeology was also seen as an opportunity to learn, share and 

contribute to human knowledge. For instance, one participant wanted ‘to learn about the 

past, how and why people did what they did’. Participants also identified benefits they 

associated with the process of archaeological research. These included teamwork, socialising, 

'fresh air', fitness, and learning new technology or skills (see also Sections 7.3 and 7.4). In 

addition, a student described how they were volunteering to network, increase job prospects 

and learn how archaeology is pursued in the United Kingdom. Participants also discussed 

their motivation for participating on the Sewingshields and Wark Castle initiatives for 
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instance, a volunteer at Sewingshield topographical survey participated to ‘widen [their] 

interest in archaeology and [because] the project was not connected to Hadrian’s Wall’. 

Research conducted along the Hadrian’s Wall corridor has predominantly focused upon 

Roman occupation to counterbalance this the initiative conducted by Tynedale 

Archaeological Group (TAG) endeavoured to study the range of archaeological evidence in 

the area (see Section 6.2). Question 6 facilitated insights into motivations of volunteers and 

highlighted a number of impacts associated with the projects they participated notably 

knowledge acquisition, health and well-being, skill exchange, training, socialising and pursing 

an interest. These themes were also encountered in subsequent interviews and focus group 

sessions (Section 5.5). 

 

5.3.1.5 Questions 7 and 8 aimed to assess the impact of archaeological research and practice 

on participants. Participants were asked to provide feedback about the benefits and 

challenges they have experienced when volunteering (Tab. 5.5). Over 71% (63) of the 88 

themes identified the benefits of involvement in archaeology, while 28% (25) represented 

the challenges experienced. The benefits associated with involvement in archaeology 

included positive social outcomes such as social teamwork, camaraderie and the friendliness. 

These were identified as benefits 73% (19) out of the 26 questionnaires (discussed further in 

Section 7.3). Over 61% (16) of the 26 participants regarded knowledge creation as a main 

benefit. This theme is also prominent in the interview and focus group transcripts (Section 

5.5). Participants also placed emphasis upon the benefit of having the opportunity to 

contribute to knowledge and expand understanding about the past through volunteering. 

Intangible, emotional, physical and mental health benefits were identified in 30.8% (8) of the 

26 questionnaires. Conversely, skills and training, being outdoors and the processes involved 

in excavations were identified less frequently (Tab. 5.5). In addition participants identified a 

number of challenges associated with involvement in archaeological research and practice, 

for instance inclement weather was identified within 30.8% (8) of the 26 questionnaires as 

the biggest hindrance experienced when participating in an archaeological initiative. The lack 

of time to participate due to work commitments was also acknowledged as a challenge in 

15.4% (4) of the 26 questionnaires. In addition, participants identified the impact of physical 

health in terms of ability to participate and the mental challenge and 'steep learning curve' 

associated with skills and training.  
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Table 5.5 Benefits and challenges of participation in archaeological initiatives: 

Benefits: Challenges: 
Social: Being with like minded-
people, teamwork, company and 
camaraderie. 

19 Weather: inclement weather conditions 8 

Knowledge: to learn, share and 
actively help to gain and expand 
knowledge about the past. 

16 No response: no answer was provided. 6 

Emotions: the enjoyment, 
excitement, fun, addictiveness and 
satisfaction of an interest. 

8 Time commitment: time required to 
participate in addition to challenges 
associated with taking time off from paid 
jobs. 

4 

Physical health: improvements to 
health and fitness, through increased 
exercise 

8 Physical health: health issues and 
specific aches associated with 
participation and concerns about ability 
to participate in future projects.  

3 

Skills and training: learning 
archaeological techniques, enhancing 
experience and using new technology.  

6 Skills and training: ‘Steep learning 
curve’ 

1 

The outdoors: fresh air and a reason 
to spend time outdoors. 

5 Funding: the lack of funds preventing 
projects reaching fulfilment. 

1 

Process of digging: satisfying a 
dream of participating in an 
excavation. 

1 Seasonality: periods when there are no 
volunteer initiatives to participate in.  

1 

 Access to sites: challenge of obtaining 
landowners permission to facilitate the 
organisation of projects.  

1 

Total benefits: 63* Total challenges: 25* 
*Please note that participants often referred to multiple benefits and challenges and 
therefore their number of mentions exceeds the number of questionnaires completed. 

 

Questions 7 and 8 were successful in identifying a range of benefits and challenges but 

participants were not able to elaborate upon their experiences to any great extent, an issue 

rectified in later interviews. These benefits and challenges are explored further in subsequent 

chapters.  

 

5.3.1.6 Question 9 aimed to gain insights into the investments that participants make to 

volunteer in archaeological initiatives. The question provided a series of pre-defined 

categories for participants to select. Space was also provided for the inclusion of additional 

costs that were not listed (Tab. 5.6). Participants were encouraged to select all of the 

categories that applied to their experiences.   
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Table 5.6 Costs incurred during volunteering: 

Costs: 
Number of 
selections: 

Travel: 23 
Time: 18 

Membership Fees: 15 
Equipment: 10 

Accommodation: 5 
Clothing: 7 

None: 1 
Other (please specify): 0 

Total: 79 
 

Travel was identified as a cost encountered by 88.5% (23) of the 26 participants. As 

discussed in Section 5.3.1.1 even though 65.4% (17) of the 26 participants lived within 

Northumberland; the same county as Sewingshields and Wark Castle, without alternative 

accommodation volunteers could have travelled a distance of 2.6 to 47.8 miles (one-way) 

between their place of residence and site. Time was also perceived to be an important cost 

identified by 69.2% (18) of the 26 participants. Only 57.7% (15) of the 26 participants 

identified society memberships despite 97% (25) providing details of their membership (Tab 

5.4 and 5.5).  

 The complexity of the question around cost highlights the need for more 

information. For instance, two participants raised concerns about the use of the word 'cost' 

within the question because it can be a contentious and relative term, which is often used in 

a negative context, for example, the cost of petrol, the cost of electricity bills. Some 

participants expressed the view that they had invested in their hobby rather than paid a 

'cost'. For example, one participant who identified six different ‘costs’ added: ‘But I consider 

that as a trip so I don’t mind [the cost] J’. These forms of investments were perceived by 

some as mechanisms for engaging in archaeological research rather than a 'cost' (see Section 

7.5).  

 

5.3.1.7 Questions 10 and 11 aimed to obtain insights into the skills and experiences that 

participants already had and those that were acquired through involvement in the 

archaeological site where they received the questionnaire. A qualitative answer was requested 

in order to encourage participants to elaborate. Responses collected from both of these 

questions are summarised in Table 5.7.  
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Table 5.7 Experiences participants brought to initiatives and the skills they gained through 

involvement in initiatives 

 

Skills and experience brought to the 
project: 

Skills and experiences acquired through 
involvement in the project: 

Fieldwork skills: such as planning, 
excavation, photography, using total 
stations and measuring.   

12 Knowledge: greater knowledge of 
archaeological processes such as how 
sites are run in addition to skills such as 
sections, plan and context and surveying 
skills, being able to put up a tent and use 
a wheel barrow. The ability to use 
specialist equipment such as theodolites. 

13 

None: no or limited previous 
experience in archaeology. 

6 Knowledge: enhanced ability to 
recognise and interpret landscape 
features and objects. And an enhanced 
understanding of archaeology.  

7 

Knowledge: historic, archaeological 
and local knowledge. Self-taught or 
through formal education.  

6 Experience: the opportunity to 
participate and engage with 
archaeological remains.  

5 

Interest: an interest in archaeology 
and an interest to learn. 

6 Social exchanges: the opportunity to 
network, meet new people (sometimes 
from different countries), exchange 
stores, anecdotes and experience.   

4 

Interpersonal skills: communication 
and willingness socialise and meet 
new people.   

5 Sense of achievement: being able to 
contribute to archaeological knowledge 
through involvement. Enhancement to 
confidence. 

4 

Ability to participate: personal 
fitness and ability to assist with 
project activities. 

4 Transferable skills: Project 
management learned through the 
organisation of fieldwork. 

1 

Organisational skills: problems 
solving, practical thinking and 
experience fundraising.   

4 Physical health: improved fitness 1 

Transferable skills: computer skills, 
and drawing as a hobby. 

3 No response: no answer was provided. 2 

Enthusiasm: to participate and get 
engaged. 

2  

No response: no answer was 
provided. 

2 

 

Over 46% (12) of the 26 participants identified that they had previous experience in 

archaeology this included a broad range of experience varying from rescue initiatives in 

London to research excavations in Gebiz, Turkey. These responses suggest that volunteering 

enables participants to gain skills and experiences to use in subsequent initiatives. 

Participants also acknowledged the self-taught and local knowledge they brought to 

archaeological projects these included; their interest and enthusiasm; interpersonal, 
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transferable and organisational skills; and their ability to participate within the project (Tab 

5.8). A total of 23% (6) of the 26 participants stated that they did not bring any previous 

skills or experience despite detailing previous field experience in response to Question 13 

(Section 5.3.1.9). Participants also attributed either the Sewingshields or Wark Castle 

initiatives with outcomes such as knowledge enhancement in terms of practical and 

interpretative archaeological processes, obtaining more experience, social exchanges, sense 

of achievement, transferable skills and improved physical health (Tab 5.7). In addition, there 

were a number of outcomes that would not have been identified through multiple-choice 

options. For example, one participant noted that involvement in archaeology was helping to 

improve their spoken English and another volunteer described the beneficial experience of 

social exchanges though meeting people from different cultures. The data provided here 

demonstrate that volunteers not only invest their time in archaeological research, but they 

also bring along a range of skills and experiences that contribute to knowledge creation. 

Rather than volunteers being benefactors of 'community initiatives' they are actively 

contributing to archaeological projects (see Chapter 7).  

 

5.3.1.8 Question 12 aimed to explore whether participants would recommend involvement 

in archaeological research to others and if so, why. There was a strong consensus that all 

participants would recommend involvement in archaeological field research, however, some 

participants emphasised that they would encourage people to volunteer only if they had an 

interest in archaeology and the past. Some participants provided an explanation as to why 

involvement in archaeological research was important for example one participant reported: 

 

‘Yes [I would recommend involvement in archaeology] it allows us to 
develop an interest in local history and archaeology and allows us to 
learn how to identify archaeological features in landscapes’. 
Anonymous, Pilot Questionnaire 
 

As exemplified in the above quote, participants would encourage other individuals to 

volunteer in archaeology based upon the benefits they themselves have experienced. While 

other participants provide a justification for encouraging others to participate in terms of 

enjoyment, fun, intellectual stimulation, physical activity, the opportunity to meet people and 

work in a team. For instance:  

 
‘Yes nothing much to lose and the chance that it might spark a lifelong 
involvement in a hobby that is an ideal combination of physical activity and 
intellectual stimulation.’ Anonymous, Pilot Questionnaire 



	   149	  

 

As described above responses often indicated that participants believed that archaeology is a 

valuable cause to engage with for a number of reasons including socialising, contributing to 

knowledge creation or as a life experience. These findings help to provide a broad insight 

into the types of themes that emerge in subsequent interviews and focus groups. 

 

5.3.1.9 Question 13 requested participants to list the archaeological projects that they had 

volunteered on and provide details of any training received. This question was used identify 

archaeological sites with a volunteer element and to gain a greater understanding about 

participant’s experiences and skills. The results of Question 13 are summarised in Table 5.8 

and Figure 5.4. 

 

Table 5.8 Quantified list of archaeological projects referred to by participants 

Project and Site: Duration 
spent on site: 

Training participants associated 
with site: 

No: 

Flodden 500: Wark 
Castle  

2 to 9 days  Excavation techniques, trowel skills, 
soil colours, trench etiquette, 
recording skills, geophysics and 
health and safety. 

14 

Flodden 500: Norham 
Castle  

1 to 7 days  Excavation techniques and tuition 
on recording skills.  

7 

Flodden 500: Flodden 
Hill 

2 to 5 days Excavation techniques, field walking 
and finds identification. 

6 

Tynedale North of the 
Wall: Sewingshields,  

1 to 3 days Surveying experience 6 

Rescued from the Sea: 
Low Hauxley 

2 to 7 days Excavation techniques, using GPS 4 

Flodden 500: Lady Kirk 1 to 5 days No data 5 
Flodden 500: Flodden 
Field 

2- 3 days Geophysics, metal detecting, trowel 
work, recording, health and safety. 

4 

Coquetdale Community 
Archaeology: 
Barrowburn 

2 Weeks 'Filled sandbags!' 4 

Paxton before the 
house: sites in Paxton 
including Fishwick Bronze 
Age Cist 

1 day- 6 weeks Excavation techniques, geophysics, 
recording and bone handling 

3 

Friends of 
Northumberland Park: 
Northumberland Park, 
Tynemouth 

1 to 18 days Excavation techniques and 
experience supervising. 

3 

Tynedale North of the 
Wall: Davy Lee landscape 
survey 

1 -24 days Feature identification, topographical 
survey, theodolite training, aerial 
photography and teamwork.   

3 
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Altogether Archaeology: 
Ravensheugh Crags 

3 days Surveying, observation, identification  
and recording of cup and ring marks.  

3 

Altogether Archaeology: 
Kirkhaugh Cairn 

2-4 days Using trowels, sieves identifying flint 
pieces and spotting them 

3 

Altogether Archaeology: 
Long Meg Stone Circle 

2 to 4 days No data 3 

Summary of sites mentioned 2 times or less: 
Altogether Archaeology: Brachumber Cairn (1), Bracken Bar (1), Bradley Careen (1), Dryburn (1), Howick 
Landscape Survey (1), Long Meg (2), Maiden Way (1), Standington Rigg (1), Standing Stone Rigg (1), St 
Botolphs Frosterly (1), Tortie Stone (1), Westgate Castle (1), Whitley Castle (1) and Unspecified sites (2) 
Bamburgh Research Project: Bamburgh Castle (1), Bradford Kaims (1), Border Archaeology Society: St 
Lenards Priory (1), Shotton Hill (1), Care project: Lordenshaws (1) City of London Rescue Archaeology: 
multiple unspecified sites (1), Coquetdale Community Archaeology: Low Trewitt (1), Border Roads (1), 
Directorate in Derbyshire: Beeley (1), Director plan of Numantia: Iron Age City (1), Durham County 
Council and Durham University: Binchester Roman Fort (1), Flodden500: Branxton Hill (2), Ellensford 
(2), Flodden Edge (1), M3 Archaeology Unit: (Winchester) unspecified commercial excavations (1), 
Northern Archaeology Group: Scald Hill (1), Weather Hill (1) TillVAS: Callerburn (1), Vindolanda Trust: 
Vindolanda Roman Fort (1), Wallwatch: Aesican Fort (1). Unspecified project sites: Callerburn (1), Duddo 
Stone Circle (1), Gebiz, Turkey (1), Harelaw, College Valley (2), Holystone (1), Lunt Roman Fort (1) 
Melbourne Street, Newcastle (1), a Mesolithic Settlement (1) Milfield (1), Newbiggin-by-the-Sea (1), Pegswood 
Farm (1), a Roman settlement (1) Shapwick (1) Wyre, Orkney (1) 

 

Participants referred to a total of 53 archaeological sites. The Flodden 500 project and 

associated initiatives were most commonly identified by participants. These included 

initiatives at Wark Castle, Norham Castle, Etal, Ford, Flodden Hill, Lady Kirk and Flodden 

Field (see Tab 5.8). Activities associated with the Flodden 500 project involved excavations, 

field walking, geophysics and training sessions located in the geographical area around the 

Flodden Battlefield (see also Carlton 2014 and Flodden 1515, 2016). The commonality of 

Flodden 500 related projects was anticipated because the questionnaire was distributed at 

Wark Castle, one of the Flodden 500 initiatives. The questionnaire data demonstrates that a 

number of participants involved in the Wark Castle excavations had also participated on 

other Flodden initiatives. Similarly, TAG's Sewingshields and Davy Lee landscape surveys 

were also mentioned. This demonstrates the difficulty of creating an accurate metrics of the 

number of volunteers involved in archaeology from site metrics because many are involved 

with more than one site (Section 5.3.1.1).  
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Figure 5.4 Number of sites participants volunteered on: 

 
Feedback presented in Table 5.8 and Figure 5.4 is limited as participants admitted verbally 

that they had been involved in ‘so many other’ projects that they could not remember. This 

was particularly evident in initiatives that occurred a long time ago. For example, one 

participant worked on rescue initiatives in London during the 1970s could not recall the 

individual site names. Participants also often ran out of space on the questionnaire to 

provide detail of all the projects they engaged with. 

 

5.3.1.10 Question 14 asked participants to provide additional comments about the impact of 

archaeological practice and research or feedback about the questionnaire. This section 

provided a tentative glimpse into some of the issues which are important to volunteers, these 

included; the value of archaeology as a hobby, value in extending knowledge, patchy 

communication of archaeological discoveries to people and too much focus on particular 

periods and concern funding cuts. In addition, one anonymous participant described the 

value of volunteer investment in archaeological research commenting: ‘… many of the 

projects would not be undertaken without volunteer participation’. While another participant 

recognised the value of participation initiatives stating 'local research projects certainly allow 

the local people to directly interact with the archaeological heritage of their past and raises 

awareness about it’. Another participant discussed the benefit of archaeological research in 

terms of challenging established history and furthering understanding about ordinary people 

rather than famous individuals: 
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‘Archaeology is a science- it’s about challenging the “history” we are taught, 
much of which carried the bias of historians and teachers. Archaeology is 
about finding the evidence of what really happened. I love that. Also, it’s not 
just about the famous people of history; it’s about ordinary people too,’ 
Anonymous, Pilot Questionnaire 
 

Archaeology was seen as a pathway that enabled history to be challenged through the 

collection of 'new' evidence.  In addition, the value of archaeology for facilitating a greater 

understanding of 'invisible' people of the past is a drive that attracts some volunteers to the 

discipline. These two themes were also identified in subsequent interview and focus group 

transcripts (Section 6.2). The additional comments section provided a tentative insight into 

different impacts as well as concerns about archaeological initiatives.  

 

5.3.1.11 The pilot volunteer questionnaire provided some understanding of the processes, 

experiences and impacts of archaeology including a tentative insight into the mutual benefits 

of volunteering in archaeology as volunteers benefit archaeology through the investment of 

time and interest and also benefit from being engaged in projects. Inferences from the pilot 

questionnaire are limited however. This is due to the small sample size and lack opportunity 

for follow up questions that might facilitate a fuller interpretation. The questionnaire 

demonstrated the value of using both quantitative metrics alongside qualitative descriptions 

to gain a greater depth of understanding about the individuals involved in this research. The 

pilot questionnaire provided an informative dataset; however also presented a series of 

limitations and challenges. The method was discontinued in favour of interviews and focus 

groups but demographic questions were retained and used prior to interviews and focus 

groups (Section 5.4). 

5.3.2 Archaeology Soc ie ty  Pi lot  Quest ionnaire :  Resul ts  

A desk-based survey identified 18 different archaeological societies and community groups 

operational in the north-east between 2005 and 2015. Societies were identified from the 

Council of British Archaeology lists, HER event records, pilot questionnaires (Section 

5.3.1.9), an online presence and publications. A sample of 50% (9) of the 18 identified 

groups were invited by email to complete a pilot questionnaire which aimed to gain data 

about activities and membership numbers. In total 88.8% (9) of the societies and groups 

contacted returned a complete questionnaire either through the online survey platform 

Qualtrics or via email.  

 



	   153	  

5.3.2.1 Questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 requested information about the location of meetings, number 

of members, year of formation and regularity of meetings. These questions were used to 

provide an insight into the scale, geographical base and longevity of each society and group 

(Tab. 5.9). 

 

Table 5.9 A summary of questionnaire data collected from archaeology societies and groups: 

Q1. Name of society 
or group: 

Q2. Principle 
locations of 
meetings: 

Q3. 
Number 
of 
members: 

Q4. 
Year of 
formatio
n: 

Q5. Regularity of 
meetings? 

Tarset Archive 
Group 

Tarset Village Hall 
and other 

Open to all 
9 core 
members 

2003 Used to meet for 
actual monthly 
meetings, now 
intermittently; also 
meet when 
conducting surveys, 
walks etc. 

Archaeological 
Illustration Group 

Wolfson Laboratory 
Newcastle University 

5 founder 
members 
and 
students 

2006 Once a week during 
university terms. 

Upper Derwent 
History and 
Archaeology Society 

Edmundbyers 
Village Hall 

18 2006 Once a month, 
September to May. 

North East Ancient 
Egypt Society 
(NEAES) 

Durham Oriental 
Museum and 
Newcastle Explore 
centre 

50 2008 Every two months. 

Coquetdale Community 
Archaeology 
(CCA) 

Various places in 
Rothbury area 

About 120 2007 The committee meets 
monthly. In addition 
we have about 6 or 7 
lectures during the 
year, an AGM and 
other events such as 
walks and digs. 

Till Valley Archaeological 
Society (TillVAS) 

Crookham Village 
Hall, 
Northumberland 

117 2011 Once a month. 

Archaeological and 
Architectural Society 
of Durham and 
Northumberland 
(AASDN) 

Durham University's 
Elvet Riverside 

290 1861 Once a month. 
Lecture series occurs 
once a month during 
term time.  

Northern Archaeology 
Group (NAG(b)) 

Bournmoor Cricket 
Club, Durham 

25 1983 Once a week 
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Locations used for society meetings ranged from local halls, university buildings, museums, 

cricket clubs and education centres. The questionnaires show a broad range in the regularity 

of meetings from intermittent events to weekly, monthly and bi-monthly meetings (Tab. 

5.9). Societies connected to a university such as the Archaeological Illustration Group and 

the Archaeological and Architectural Society of Durham and Northumberland (AASDN) 

academic term times for meetings and lecture series'. Membership numbers ranged from the 

lowest at 9 to the highest at 290 individuals (Tab. 5.9). AASDN one of the regions oldest 

societies represented the largest society with 290 members followed by the Coquetdale 

Community Archaeology (CCA) group and Till Valley Archaeological Society (TillVAS) two 

of the more recently formed societies with 120 and 117 members respectively. In addition 

75% of the 8 societies formed after the millennium associated with a range of founding 

stories. Questions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 provided broad contextual data about the archaeological 

societies sampled.  

 

5.3.2.2 Question 6 required participants to select one or more of 7 multiple-choice options 

to describe the founding catalyst for the formation of their group or society. Participants 

were also encouraged to add additional formation reasons and to elaborate upon their 

society or groups founding story.  

 

Table 5.10 Reasons attributed to the formation of archaeology groups or societies: 

Reason for the formation of the society or group: Number of selections: 
Interest in archaeology. 6 
Interest in a specific period. 1 
Concerns over the preservation of a specific archaeological 
site or monument.  

1 

Engagement with a specific site. 4 
Engagement with an archaeologists, contract unit, 
university or specific project. 

5 

To unite people with a shared interest in archaeology. 6 
Other:  4 

 

The most popular catalyst for the foundation of an archaeological society was an existing 

interest in archaeology in addition to the desire to unite people with a shared interest. These 

options were selected in 75% (6) of the 8 returned questionnaires. Over 62% of societies and 

groups formed through engagement with an archaeologist, contract unit, university or 

specific project. Only half of the participating groups identified engagement with a specific 

site as the catalyst for their group. In addition to participants selecting from the multiple-
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choice answers, participants often provided additional information. For instance, the 

Northern Archaeology Group (NAG(b)) described how they formed in 1983 out of the 

Sunderland Flying Club 'where some of those flew university professors on Aerial photo 

flights and they themselves got interested in Roman archaeology,' (Questionnaire response). 

It is possible to credit university-led aerial photography survey with creating a long-term 

impact in terms of raising interest in archaeology and the formation of NAG(b) an active 

archaeological society engaged in a broad range of research and activities (see Question 7). 

The Upper Derwent History an Archaeology Society was formed in 2006 to learn more 

about the local area and 'to educated local people about local history and archaeology,' 

(Questionnaire data). In contrast, the North East Ancient Egypt Society (NEAES) focus 

upon archaeology outside of the region and was formed through a shared interest in Egypt; 

'because there is nothing similar in the north-east, as a mechanism to invite Egyptologists to 

the north-east and to provide a specialist interest at weekends for the public and students' 

(Questionnaire dataset). The Archaeological Illustrations Group formed out of a shared 

interest in archaeology and use the group to teach Newcastle University students, local 

commercial archaeologists and interested amateurs in archaeological illustrations 

(Questionnaire data).  

 

5.3.2.3 Question 7 provided multiple-choice answers that listed different activities that 

societies involved in since 2005. There was also the option for participants to indicate 

additional activities that were not listed. Participants could select more than one response. 

The results of this question are summarised in Table 5.11. 

 

Table 5.11 the table shows the different activities that the society or group were involved in 

since 2005:  

Activities: Number of selections: 
Building recording 5 
Excavation and monitoring 6 
Geophysical survey 3 
Landscape survey 4 
LiDAR survey 1 
Museum visits 4 
Public open days 5 
Site visits 6 
Talks and lectures 7 
Training events with external facilitators 5 
Archive visits 4 
Other: 3 
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Over 87.5% (7) of the 8 respondents conduct talks and lecture series, the same percentage 

identified that they directly involved in some form of archaeological research. For instance 

the Archaeological Illustrations Group (AIG) produces illustrations for archaeology books 

and the Coquetdale Archaeology Group have been involved in excavations at the fulling mill 

on the river Coquet and have recently researched and produced a book detailing 

archaeological walks through the Cheviot Hills in Northumberland (Questionnaire data; see 

also Jones 2017). Conversely, the NEAES, which formed over a shared interest in 

Egyptology focus predominantly upon talks, lectures, study days and museum visits. 

Feedback for this question highlighted the range of activities that archaeological groups and 

societies engage with in the region. The diversity of activities discussed provides an insight 

into the relationship between societies and archaeological practice and research through their 

use of archaeological knowledge in dissemination and engagement processes.  

 

5.3.2.4 Question 8 asked participating societies and groups whether they had been directly 

involved in fieldwork between 2005 and 2015. The question also encouraged respondents to 

provide a qualitative response to describe initiatives associated with.  

 

Figure 5.5 groups and societies involved in fieldwork. 
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Over 75% (6) of the 8 questionnaires indicated that the society or group was involved in a 

fieldwork initiative during this time period (Tab. 5.5). This suggests that fieldwork processes 

and research is an important component within archaeological societies and groups is not a 

necessity. For instance, both the NEAES and AIG provide lecture series and illustration 

training respectively require a fieldwork element. Table 5.12 below provides a summary of 

the details provided by societies archaeological fieldwork initiatives.  

 

Table 5.12 Details of the fieldwork that surveyed societies and groups identified as having 

involvement in between 2005 and 2015.  

Archaeological fieldwork: Number of 
times 
mentioned: 

Binchester Roman fort excavations and volunteering on the earlier Time Team 
project. 

2 

Arbeia Roman fort 1 
WallQuest excavations at Benwell and Wallsend 1 
Muggleswick Grange 1 
Brancepeth field walking 1 
Survey at Gainford  1 
Sockburn Hall recording panelling 1 
Bedale a commercial excavation run by Pre-construct Archaeology 1 
Seaham 1 
Hornby Castle excavations 1 
Survey at Pendragon Castle and Lammerside Hall  1 
Limestone Landscape's excavation at Chilton 1 
Fulling mill in the river Coquet  1 
Initiatives associated with the Flodden 1513 project in Northumberland. 
This project involved a number of excavations and geophysical, metal 
detecting and field walking surveys. In addition to finds washing activities.  

1 

Unidentified fieldwork 1 
 

Responses for Question 8 suggest that societies involved in fieldwork often engaged in 

different fieldwork projects and rarely collaborate on the same initiative. The exception 

includes AASDN and NAG(b) as both participated at the Binchester Roman Field School. 

This data contrasts the insights provided in volunteer questionnaires where participants 

often identified involvement in the same initiatives. It can be discerned that while the 

societies and groups are not often involved in the same projects, individual volunteers have 

more autonomy to become involved regardless of society affiliation.  
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5.3.2.5 Question 9 provided a series of multiple-choice answers to allow participants to 

identify the types of dissemination methods that are associated with their society or group. 

Figure 5.6 provides an overview of the responses received.  

 

Figure 5.6 Mechanisms used by groups and societies to disseminate information:  

 
 

The most common forms of communication were through Facebook groups, journal 

publications and Newsletters. Interestingly only one participant identified an alternative way 

of communicating and that was through a webpage hosted by Newcastle University, rather 

than an independent site. As identified during the volunteer questionnaire, communication 

through societies was identified as an important source of information about how to find 

projects. The relationship between groups and societies and other organisations was 

explored further in Question 10. 

 

5.3.2.6 Question 10 requested participants to provide a qualitative response to describe 

group or society affiliations with universities, commercial units, councils or trusts. As 

identified in Table 5.10, 5 of the 8 (62.5%) questionnaires stated that engagement with an 

archaeologist; contract unit, university or specific project was a catalyst for formation. 

Affiliations between societies, groups and universities were the most common connection as 

identified within 4 of the 8 (50%) questionnaires (Figure 5.7). Interestingly, this is only 1 

(12.5%) less than the 5 (62.5%) of responses that identified engagement with career 

archaeologists or universities as the motivation for society and or groups formation. This 

suggests that universities can have a long-term sustainable impact with local societies and 
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groups. A connection with County Councils was also identified in 3 (37.5%) while 

commercial units were only identified in 2 of the 8 (25%) questionnaires. Feedback also 

provided details about the benefits of established connections such as webpage hosting, 

locations for talks and email domains. The Heatherslaw Mill Trust, for example, hosted 

TillVAS exhibitions between 2013 and 2014 (Questionnaire data). Question 10 

demonstrated the collaborative nature of archaeology in the north-east and highlighted 

themes explored further in Chapter 7. 

 

Figure 5.7 Connections identified between surveyed societies and external organisations:  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.3.2.6 Question 11 focused upon grants, investments groups and societies to facilitate 

projects and events. In total 5 of the 8 (62.5%) questionnaires indicated that they did not 

receive external funding (Figure 5.8). The remaining 3 of the 8 (38.5%) questionnaires 

identified the Heritage Lottery fund as the most common sponsor, followed by English 

Heritage and the Northumberland National Park Authority both sponsoring 2 (25%) of the 

surveyed societies and groups. As shown in Figure 5.8 financial assistance was received from 

a range of community foundations such as Community Chest and the local Heritage 

Initiative Grant. The CCA group identified that the Society of Antiquaries of Newcastle 

Upon Tyne (SANT), an archaeology society, provided a grant. The provision of grants to 

support archaeological research in the region is also provided by the Architectural and 

Archaeological Society of Durham and Northumberland (AASDN) which like SANT is one 

of the oldest and largest societies in the region (Section 4.2). 
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Figure 5.8 Sponsors identified by participants:  

 
 

5.3.3 Pi lot  Outcomes 

The pilot questionnaires provided tentative insights into the impact of archaeological 

research in terms of the benefits, challenges and values that people associate with 

volunteering. They also provide a broad basis to understand the scale, scope and activities 

associated with a sample of archaeological societies and groups in the region (see Section 

3.2). The questionnaires in sum enabled the creation of a number of initial theories which 

were then developed and tested in subsequent data collection periods. These theories are 

summarised in Table 5.13. 

 

Table 5.13 Hypotheses derived from pilot questionnaire data. 

1.1 There is greater opportunity for people of retirement age to participate in volunteer-led 
archaeological initiatives. The proximity between an individual and an archaeological project 
may influence a participant's decision to volunteer. Factors such as the need to gain 
experience for university course or a career in archaeology may influence the distance that 
an individual is willing to travel (Section 5.3.1.1). 
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1.2 People who volunteer in archaeological research are likely to be members of multiple 
societies. In addition, there may be a preference for smaller research-focused societies over 
older lecture-based societies. Societies and groups often have different agendas therefore 
membership of multiple organisations can enable more varied participation in archaeology 
(Section 5.3.1.2). 

1.3 Membership of a society may be the key pathway that directs individuals to volunteer 
opportunities in archaeology. Resources available online and in the local press are also 
important drivers for volunteers in addition to word of mouth (Section 5.3.1.3). 

1.4 A range of motivations and benefits were identified as being the catalyst for involvement in 
archaeology. These included social aspects of volunteering, learning, actively helping to 
expand knowledge about the past, the physical and mental health benefits, skills and 
training, time to spend outdoors and the opportunity to fulfil life goals of participating in an 
excavation (Sections 5.3.1.4 and 5.3.1.5). 

1.5 The weather is considered to be the main challenge associated with participation in 
archaeology in addition to the investment of time (Sections 5.3.1.5 and 5.3.1.6).   

1.6 Volunteers often bring a range of skills and experiences. This ranges from first-time to 
experienced volunteers who can conduct research with limited professional instruction 
(Section 5.3.1.7).   

1.7 Involvement in archaeological research has an impact upon the skills and experiences of 
individuals in terms of knowledge about archaeological processes, interpretation, on site 
experience, social exchanges, a sense of achievement, transferable skills and improvements 
to physical health (Sections 5.3.1.7 and 5.3.18). 

1.8 Metrics collected from societies and projects are poor indicators of the scale of involvement 
in archaeological research because many individuals are involved in multiple groups and 
initiatives (Section 5.3.1.3 and 5.3.2.1) 

1.9 Collaborations between societies, groups, career, local government and academic 
archaeologists are an important factor for volunteering opportunities (Sections 5.3.2.2 and 
5.3.2.6). 

1.10 It is important to recognise both financial and in-kind investment when considering the 
drivers and contributors to archaeology as highlighted in the society and group 
questionnaire (Sections 5.3.2.2 and 5.3.2.6). 

 

Personal factors such as time and geographical proximity to volunteer opportunities were 

identified as issues that limit opportunities for new audiences to engage in archaeology (Tab 

5.13, 1.1). Membership to societies and groups can be seen to create pathways for people to 

engage in archaeological initiatives (Tab 5.13, 1.2, 1.3 and 1.8). Membership to multiple 

societies and groups should be viewed positively because it demonstrates people's 

commitment and interest in archaeology; however, it does create a challenge in terms of 

providing objective metrics that represent archaeological interest in the north-east. The pilot 

study demonstrated that people have a range of motivations that inspire them to become 

involved in archaeology, however an interview or focus group setting may produce a more 

in-depth understanding of these (Tab 5.13, 1.4). Interestingly, the questionnaire highlighted 

the broad range of skills and experiences that participants brought to initiatives in addition 

to their investment in a broad range of projects (Tab 5.13, 1.6 and 1.7). Participation in 

multiple projects has led to the accruement of a range of skills and experiences creating a 

skilled volunteer workforce that can directly contribute to research as in-kind investments 
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(Tab 5.13 and 1.10). Volunteers are active stakeholders within initiatives rather than 

benefactors of projects that enable participation.  The observations obtained from the pilot 

review were collated and used to inform the identification of themes coded within 

subsequent interview and focus group transcripts were comparable themes were identified 

and expanded upon (See Chapters 6, 7 and 8 and Section 5.5).   

5.4 Main Data Collection Questionnaires 

5.4.1 Interv iew and Focus Group Demographics 

In total 121 people participated in interviews and focus groups during the pilot and main 

data collection phase. Participants were recruited from archaeology societies, companies, 

charities, universities and local government. During the main data collection phase prior to 

each interview and focus group participants were asked to complete a demographic 

questionnaire. Participants involved in the pilot study were not asked to complete a 

demographic questionnaire. In total 112 questionnaires were collected.  

 

5.4.1.1 Questions 1 provided participants the opportunity to specify the gender that they 

associate in a free-text format rather than use predefined options. Question 2 requested that 

participants identified a pre-defined age category they associate with. The benefit of 

collecting this demographic data was demonstrated in the pilot volunteer questionnaire 

(Section 5.2.1). Efforts were made to ensure a representative spread however; participation 

was a self-selecting process dependent upon the provision of informed consent (Section 3).  

 

Table 5.14 Overview of participant's age and genders  
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Over 58.9% (66) of the 112 participants that completed the demographic questionnaire 

identified themselves as being male (or M); 40.2% (45) described themselves as female (or F) 

and 0.8% (1) provided no response (Table 5.13). This contrasts to the pilot study where 

more participants identified themselves as female than male (Section 5.2). In terms of age, 

69.6% (78) of the 112 participants identified themselves as being between 45 and 84 years 

old. This is comparable to the metrics obtained from the pilot questionnaire where over 80% 

(90) of participants were from the 45+ age bracket (Section 5.3.1.1). This directly compares 

to the pilot study where 80% (21 individuals out of the 26 participants recruited) identified 

themselves as being over the age of 45 years (Section 5.2). However, the most common age 

bracket of participants involved in the interviews and focus groups was between 45 and 54 

which slightly contrasts with the pilot questionnaire where the 55 to 64 age range most 

heavily represented (34.6% of the 26 participants). In total 26.8% (30) of the 112 participants 

were between 18 and 44 years old and 3.5% (4) did not provide a response (Table 5.14). 

These metrics present the demographic representativeness of the interview and focus groups 

in terms of gender identity and age and cannot be used to make inferences about gender 

ratios in archaeological research and practice in north-east England.  

 

5.4.1.2 To facilitate insights into the geographical spread of participation in this research 

Question 3 requested participants to state their place of residence. Figure 5.9 presents the 

geographical distribution of practitioners of archaeological research and practice who were 

involved in this research.  
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Figure 5.9 Geographical distribution of the hometown of UK based participants  

 

In total 33% (37) of the 112 participants identified their permanent residence to be within 

County Durham, 18.8% (21) from Northumberland, 2.7% (3) from Teesside and 21.4% (24) 

from Tyne and Wear. Notably fewer participants were recruited from Teesside than other 

counties in the north-east. This was because some of the participants associated with 

societies and projects in Teesside resided in North Yorkshire or County Durham. Only 

24.1% (27) of the 112 participants had commuted into the north-east to either participate in 

archaeological initiatives or as part of their university studies. This data closely reflects the 

findings observed in the pilot study where only 19.2% (5 out of the 26 participants) had 

travelled into the north-east to participate in an archaeological practice or research (Section 

5.2). One interviewee had travelled from Melbourne in Australia to volunteer at the Arbeia 

Roman fort excavation in South Shields. The demographic distribution presented in Figure 

5.10 shows that the majority of participants involved in this research resided within the 

north-east, however, almost 25% (28) travelled to the region either to study or volunteer in 

archaeology hinting at the movement of people involved in archaeological participation.  
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5.4.1.3 Questions 4 and 5 required participants involved in interviews and focus groups to 

self-report their employment status and occupation titles. As shown in Figure 5.10 over 47% 

(53) of 112 participants involved in this research described themselves as being employed or 

self-employed. The representativeness of employed participants partly reflects the research 

method which involved approaching individuals who work within the archaeological sector 

such as academics, local government representatives, consultants and contract archaeologists 

(Figure 5.10). Retired individuals 29% (33) and students represented 14.2% (16) of the 112 

participant sample. Individual who identified multiple employment statuses such as being 

retired as well as employed or self-employed represented only 5.4% (6) of the sample. Only 

3.5% (4) of the 112 participants identified themselves as unemployed.  

 

Figure 5.10 Employment status identified by participants. 

 
Question 5 of the demographic questionnaire requested employed and self-employed 

participants to report their current job titles. This data was used to provide an insight into 

the representativeness of sub-sectors' perceptions of the impact of archaeology in Chapters 

6, 7 and 8. In total 47% (53) of the 112 participants provided an occupation title. This 

correlates with the number of individuals who defined themselves as employed or self-

employed in Question 4. Over 52% (58) of respondents did not list an occupation; in 

hindsight it would have been beneficial to ask retired participants to report previous 

employment to facilitate greater insight into backgrounds, experiences and transferable skills. 

Table 5.15 demonstrates the broad range of occupations provided by participants. These 

have been grouped into the categories of archaeologist; academia and education; local 

government; construction and consultation; heritage and curation and other. 
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Table 5.15 Occupations of individuals who participated in interviews and focus groups. 

Different job titles have been listed into best-fit categories.   

 

Category: Job Titles: 
Archaeologist Archaeologist (3), excavator (1), site assistant (1), archaeology site 

supervisor (1), project archaeologist (1), resident archaeologist (1), regional 
manager (1), CEO and director of excavations (1), director/technical 
director (1), director (2), freelance field archaeologist (1) 

Total: 14 
Academia and 
educational 

Professor of Archaeology (1), Senior Lecturer in Archaeology (3), 
Lecturer in Archaeology (1), Lecturer in another discipline (1), Research 
associate (1), Post-doc research assistant (2), Head of archaeology 
department (1), tutor (1),  

Total: 11 
Local 
government  

Heritage HER officer (1), Assistant HER officer (1), Archaeology HER 
officer (1), Archaeology officer (1), planning archaeologist (1), principle 
archaeologist (1), senior archaeologist (1) 

Total: 7 
Construction 
and 
consultation 

Plant operator (1), site foreman (1), planning consultant (1), unspecified 
consultant (2) 

Total: 5 
Heritage and 
curation 

Curator of collections (2), project officer research and design (1), 
historical property steward (1), welcome steward (1) 

Total: 5 
Other: Watch manager fire service (1), supermarket checkout (1), tennis coach, 

steward and volunteer (1), farmer/carer/artist (1), home shopper (1), 
assistant psychologist (1), technical writer (1), workplace vetting officer 
(1), freelance indexer (1), unspecified manager (2) 

Total: 11 

None: No job listed (59)  
Total: 59 

 

Over 37% (42) of the 112 participants work in archaeology and heritage related sectors. This 

includes HER officers, planning archaeologists, lecturers in archaeology, commercial 

archaeology units and site assistants. Only 9.8% (11) of the 112 questionnaires detailed 

occupations outside of the sector such as watch manager for the fire service, supermarket 

checkout worker and technical writer. The data collected for Questions 4 and 5 present an 

interesting insight into the range of occupations associated with the individuals involved in 

research and to inform the analysis of transcript data. 

 

5.4.1.4 Questions 6 and 7 requested participant's to provide their highest qualification and 

details of currently enrolled educational courses (Tab. 5.16 and Fig. 5.11).  
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Table 5.16 Highest qualification obtained by participants 

Groups: Qualifications listed by participants: 
Archaeology qualifications PhD archaeology (1), MSC Archaeology (1), Post-graduate 

diploma archaeology (1), MA Archaeology (3), Masters in 
museums and artefacts (1), BA Archaeology and History (1), 
Bsc Archaeology science (1) 

Total: 9 
Post-graduate award PhD (15), DPhil (3), MA (19), Msc (2), Mlitt (2), M.ed (1), Post-

graduate diploma (1), Mphil (1), PGCE (2) 
Total: 46 

Graduate award. BA education (2), BA Hons (14), Bsc Hons (6), Bachelor of laws 
(LLB Hons) (2), BA Town and county planning (1), Bsc Geology 
(1) 

Total: 26 
College education and 
foundation degrees 

A-levels (14), Advanced Highers (1), O levels (3), foundation 
degree (1) 

Total: 19 
Secondary education G.C.E's (3), secondary modern (2) 

Total: 5 
Other: Diploma in estate management (1), diploma in archaeology and 

local history (1), teaching certificate (1), National diploma (1), 
Advanced City Guild (1) 

Total: 5 
None: No response (2)  

Total: 2 
 

These questions provided limited insights into participant's educational background because 

few individuals provided details about the subject of study. For instance, post-graduate 

awards were the most common type of qualification as listed by 49% (55) of the 112 

participants; 6.3% (7) of the 49% (55) were achieved in an archaeological subject area and 

2.7% (3) studied education (M.ed and PGCE). Graduate degrees were the highest 

qualification for 25% (28) of the 112 participants. Only 1.7% (2) of graduate degrees were in 

archaeology or history related subject. Over 23% (26) of the 25% (28) of participants with 

undergraduate degrees were in Law, Town and County Planning and Geology or were not 

specified. The remaining 27.6% (31) of the 112 participants did not have a university 

qualification, 16.9% (19) of these held a college level qualification, 4.5% (5) had a secondary 

education, 4.5% (5) had an alternate highest qualification and 1.7% (2) did not provide 

complete the question. Question 6 demonstrated that 75% (84) of the participants of this 

study had a university education while the remaining participants had college, secondary 

education or other. The questionnaire was insufficient to be able to address how many 

participants of this research had an archaeology related degree. 
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Figure 5.11 Highest qualifications participants have achieved. 

 
 

Question 7 asked participants whether they were currently in education. About 72% (81) of 

the 112 participants indicated that they were not currently involved in a formal training 

course. The most common qualification studied was Bachelor degrees in archaeology as 

indicated by 11.66% (13) of participants. This reflects all of the students who volunteered to 

be interviewed at Newcastle University's excavation at Derwentcote Steel furnace and 

Durham University's field school at Binchester Roman fort. Interestingly, the majority of 

Bachelor courses involved combination studies with either history or ancient civilisations. 

Combined studies were particularly common amongst students from Newcastle University 

in comparison to those who volunteered from Durham. One student noted that they were 

studying for combined honours in archaeology and English literature (discussed further in 

FG37). One participant identified that they were currently enrolled on an Open University 

course and another was studying Intermediate Spanish in an evening class.  

 

Questions 6 and 7 provide insights into the qualifications that participants had achieved or 

were working towards. The data shows that individuals with graduate or post-graduate 

qualifications participated in this research to a greater extent than individuals with secondary 

or college education and foundation degrees. The number of individuals who identified 

college education and foundation degrees as their highest qualification was significantly 
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boosted by the number of students who participated in this research who were currently 

studying for a BSc or BA.  

5.4.2 Organisat ion Quest ionnaires 

Eight individuals who own or direct a business, trust or charity that operate in the 

archaeology sector consented to complete questionnaires about their organisation or the 

organisation that they represent during the course of this research. This short questionnaire 

was developed from a longer in-depth survey piloted prior to the main data collection period 

(Section 3.1). In total 12 organisations were asked to participate however, only 8 responded 

to the invitation. The review of the initial questionnaire revealed that it was too lengthy and 

that it would be more efficient to discuss questions in an interview setting (Ibid.). Greater 

depth of data about the businesses who participated in this research is predominantly 

contained within the corresponding interview transcripts and discussed in Chapters 6, 7 and 

8 (see also IN12, IN13, IN14, IN36, IN79, IN86, IN89 and IN97). The findings obtained 

from the company questionnaire are summarised in Table 5.17.  

 

Table 5.17 Summary of data collected in the organisation questionnaire 

Response 
ID: 

Response: Number of 
responses: 

Question 1. How would you describe your business? 
i. Archaeological Unit 4 
ii. Heritage Trust 1 
iii. Heritage and museum 1 
iv. Planning and environment consultancy 1 
v. Production company and consultancy 1 
Question 2. What year did your business begin? 
i. 1960-1970 1 
ii. 1993 1 
iii. 2002 (split from another organisation) 1 
iv. 2012 1 
v. 2013 2 
vi. 2015 (split from another organisation) 1 
vii. No response  1 
Question 3. Which of the following best describes your business? (Multiple choice 
options:  profit, non-profit, government, educational, other) 
i. For profit 6 
ii. Non-profit 2 
Question 4. Does your business have any branch offices? 
i. Yes 2 
ii. No 6 
Question 5. Please indicate how many people your company currently employ? 
i. 1> plus associates 2 
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ii. 2 - 9 3 
iii. 2 – 9> in addition to +200> including branch 1 
iv. 300 > 1 
v. No response 1 

 

The questionnaires provide overview data about the different organisations that helps to 

place them within a broader context. For instance, 6 of the 8 (75%) organisation 

questionnaires illustrated that they were for profit. It can be assumed that for profit 

organisations’ work on a different business model than non-profit 2 of the 8 (25%). This is 

because for profit and not-for-profit generally have different agendas, objectives and 

concepts of impact as discussed in the literature review (Section 2). Unfortunately, the 

dataset collected through the organisation questionnaire is too small to make informative 

inferences about companies operating in the region however, the additional details provided 

by participants from archaeological organisations in interviews significantly contributed to 

the development of this research in terms of understanding impact (Chapter 8). 

5.5 Interviews: Results 

In total there were 112 focus groups and interviews in both the pilot and main data 

collection phases of this research. Broad themes related to the impact of archaeological 

research and practice identified in the pilot questionnaire, interview and focus groups 

were used to code transcripts data on the Nvivo software package (see Tab 5.18).  

 

Table 5.18 The quantification of themes identified in interviews and focus groups 

Code: Definition: Occurrence(s): Number of 
transcripts: 

Knowledge Declarative knowledge- 
statement and the value of ‘fact’. 

795 111/112 

Processes and 
collaboration 

Processes of research and 
collaborative works 

726 110/112 

Engagement The process of being inclusive 
and facilitating engagement 
within archaeological practice 

647 109/112 

Investment and 
economy 

Financial, in-kind and resource 
investments and economic 
outcomes. 

564 108/112 

Dissemination Process of sharing information 
verbally, the media or via 
publication. 

494 106/112 

Skills and training Skills, training and educational 
impact of involvement in 

445 102/112 
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research 
Intangible Emotions, feelings and the 

imagination. 
409 103/112 

Tangible Physicality of archaeological 
remains and the process of 
engaging with tangible remains. 

284 97/112 

Impact Broad discussions of impact 279 84/112 
Social Social networks  255 88/112 
Sense of Place ‘Intangible’ values attached to 

place 
157 66/112 

Travel and 
tourism 

Travel and tourism impact 94 53/112 

Politics and 
policy 

Political and policy associated 
impacts and discussions 

74 32/112 

Health and 
wellbeing 

Physical and mental health and 
well being 

82 50/112 

 

Coding analysis demonstrated that the most frequently discussed impact was the value of 

knowledge produced from archaeological research (Chapter 6). This theme appeared in 

111/112 interview and focus group transcripts and was coded 795 times suggesting that 

knowledge production is a valued impact of archaeology. The value of declarative 

knowledge was often discussed alongside the theme of dissemination and sharing 

information. Dissemination was directly discussed in 106/112 transcripts and mentioned 

494 times. This theme covered both the value of knowledge sharing and the processes of 

dissemination in terms of engagement. Processes and collaboration was the next most 

common theme appearing in 110/112 transcripts and was recorded 726 times. Often 

discussions about processes and collaboration also included details of broader 

engagement strategies and experiences that were identified in 109/112 transcripts. While 

investment and economy in terms of financial, in-kind and resources investment in 

addition to economic outcomes and viability were discussed in 108/112 transcripts and 

coded 564 times.  
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Figure 5.12 Quantification of themes identified in interviews and focus groups  

 

The least common themes discussed included travel and tourism; politics and policy and; 

health and well-being. All of these themes were identified less than 100 times in 47% of 

the 112 transcripts. The themes outlined in Table 5.19 and Figure 5.12 directly informed 

the structure of Chapters 6, 7 and 8 of this thesis. This method ensured that Chapter 6, 7 

and 8 focused upon the themes identified in transcripts rather than traditional forms of 

impact assessment of social, economic, environmental and cultural impacts (Section 4). 

 

Table 5.19 The structure of the thesis established through pairing similar themes and 

separating into chapters that focus on the two most commonly referred to overarching 

themes discussed by participants. 

Chapter: Title: Themes: Occurrence(s): 
Chapter 6 Knowledge Knowledge and 

Dissemination 
Skills and training 
Tangible 
Intangible 
Sense of place 

795 
494 
445 
284 
409 
157 

Total: 2584 
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Health and 

74 
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82 
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wellbeing 
Investment and 
economy  
Travel and 
tourism 

 
564 
 
94 

Sub total: 1069 
Chapter 8 Processes, 

collaborations and 
impact 

Processes and 
collaboration 
 
Engagement 
 
Impact 

726 
 
647 
 
279 

 
In addition to coding themes, Nvivo was used to count the number of times an 

archaeological initiative was mentioned (Tab. 5.20). In total 93.3% of the 15 most 

mentioned archaeological sites were located within the north-east. This included 60% in 

Northumberland, 20% in County Durham and 13.3% in Tyne and Wear. Only the 

Carlisle Castle and Millennium project, that represented 6.7% of the 15 most mentioned 

sites, were located outside of the study area in Cumbria.  

 

Table 5.20 Most common sites mentioned within different transcripts.  

Site: 
Number of 

transcripts 
mentioned: 

Hadrian’s Wall, Northumberland 32 
Binchester, County Durham 27 
Auckland Castle, County Durham 20 
Bamburgh Castle, Northumberland or the Bamburgh Research Project 19 
Vindolanda, Northumberland 18 
Lindisfarne, Northumberland 17 
Arbeia, Tyne and Wear 13 
Durham Cathedral, County Durham 13 
Flodden Hill, Northumberland or the Flodden 500 project 12 
Corbridge, Northumberland 12 
Hexham Abbey or Hexham roads project 12 
Cow Green, Northumberland 12 
Bradford Kaims, Northumberland 11 
Carlisle Castle or Carlisle Millennium Project 11 
Wallsend, Tyne and Wear 10 
 

Participants most commonly identified sites that were within the north-east this included 

the World Heritage Site (WHS) Hadrian's Wall which was identified 32 times, Binchester 

Roman Fort in County Durham that was mentioned 27 times and Auckland Castle that 
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was discussed 20 times (Tab. 5.20). The metrics presented in Table 5.19 provide an 

indication of the sites that participants focused upon within interviews and focus groups 

however it is difficult to distinguish from this dataset whether the metrics represent one 

or multiple participants discussing a particular site. Without additional qualitative analysis 

the context in which they were discussed remains unknown. For instance, excavations at 

Arbeia Roman fort were identified by a number of individuals as the project where they 

received initial archaeological training before pursuing a career in archaeology (for 

examples see IN12 and IN70). Despite the benefits of quantitative analysis of coded data 

in terms of identifying key themes, sites and projects little inference about the impact of 

archaeology was obtained. The value of qualitative feedback is outlined in Chapters 6, 7 

and 8.  

5.6 Summary 

The quantitative data presented in this chapter has provided broad insight the individuals 

and organisations that participated in this research. This data has facilitated an understanding 

of the representativeness of participation providing a broad overview of the scale and scope 

of archaeological engagement in the region. Questionnaire data provided key-insights into 

the demographic of participants in addition the pilot volunteer survey enabled an initial 

identification of themes. These findings are limited however because the questionnaire 

method used in isolation of subsequent interviews or focus groups does not enable 

researchers to ask further questions to elicit more in-depth responses. This limits the amount 

of inference that can be extracted to inform our understanding of the impact of archaeology 

in the region. Quantitative analysis of qualitative datasets obtained from interviews, focus 

groups enabled the identification of key themes within the dataset. As shown in Table 5.17 

these themes were used to inform the structure of Chapters 6, 7 and 8 including the value 

participants placed upon knowledge production and dissemination in addition to the 

intangible, tangible, social, economic and health impacts of archaeology. 
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Chapter 6 

The Value of Knowledge: 

Perceptions of Archaeological Impact in North-East England 

 

6.1 Introduction 

Participants identified knowledge production, use and dissemination as the predominant 

outcomes of archaeological research and practice in the north-east. The benefits 

associated with knowledge and dissemination strategies were coded 1289 times within 

the 112 interviews and focus group transcripts. The term ‘knowledge’ is widely debated 

across academic disciplines, however is defined here as a statement of fact which is 

supported by evidence (for example see Kuhn 1962/2012; Popper 1963/2002). 

Participants vocalised diverse views on the values associated with knowledge production 

and use from archaeological research and practice. This chapter presents a multi-

dimensional interpretation of these diverse perceptions to provide a deeper 

understanding of the complex relationship between practitioners and archaeology (see 

also Bruning 2010, 211–2; Cooper and Yarrow 2012; Russell 2010, 29). The central 

themes explored in this chapter include the cumulative value, synthesis, use and 

authenticity of knowledge obtained from archaeological practice and research (Section 

6.2). In addition dissemination pathways such as the production of publications, 

exhibitions and television are explored in Section 6.3.  

6.2 Impact of Knowledge: Cumulative Value  

Archaeological practitioners involved in this research identified archaeological research 

and practice to have an implicit value created by the knowledge gained through 

initiatives. This knowledge was believed to have a cumulative value that could progress 

people's understanding of the past. For instance, a volunteer commented: 'I think the 

impact archaeologically is just part of the general sweep of gaining knowledge, gaining 

ideas, trying to fit it together, so I think they [excavations] are a valuable contribution to 

archaeological knowledge' (IN47, M.Green). Knowledge production was believed by this 

participant to be the central impact of archaeology alongside additional social benefits 

that were discussed within their subsequent narrative (Ibid.). By contrast, another 

volunteer believed that furthering knowledge was the purpose of archaeology rather than 
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creating social impact, they commented: '...the primary purpose [of archaeological 

research and practice] is knowledge [creation] and the furthering of knowledge and I 

wouldn’t want archaeology to have to justify its existence on the basis of having to meet 

some obscure solution towards some sort of community cohesion' (FG26, Anon.). These 

two examples epitomise the competing perspectives expressed within interviews and 

focus groups over a single coded theme identified in Table 5.19, both participants 

regarded knowledge production as a central impact of archaeological research and 

practice but described different views about the value of these outcomes.  

 The benefits associated with knowledge procurement were commonly discussed. 

In particular, participants recognised the cumulative impact of knowledge obtained from 

archaeological initiatives rather than isolated high-profile discoveries. High-profile 

discoveries are defined here as archaeological initiatives that produce data that 

significantly contribute to understanding about the past in isolation of other findings. 

These sites may appear more significant due to greater media coverage and dissemination 

outputs (Section 6.3).  Interviewees involved in the Peregrini Landscape Partnerships 2016 

excavation on the Heugh at Holy Island funded by the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF), for 

instance, regularly discussed the importance of this project and archaeology in general in 

terms of adding value to the 'jigsaw' of existing knowledge (Tab. 6.1). One participant 

commented ‘...[archaeological sites] all contribute to the jigsaw puzzle; they all add a little 

bit to the understanding of the past and how people lived and functioned in the past’ 

(IN28, Anon.). Whereas other participants discussed the value of archaeology in terms of 

contributing to the virtuous circle of enhancing knowledge: '...the digs are formally 

written up and published so that even if now they are not fully interpreted, people in the 

future can fully interpret them [...] and I accept that it is all part of a widening 

understanding’ (Tab. 6.1, 2 see also 1 and 3). Career and academic archaeologists also 

acknowledged the cumulative value of grey-literature that contributes to the virtuous 

cycle of knowledge production and more specifically, informing archaeological decisions 

within the planning process (Tab. 6.1, 4 and 5).  

 

Table 6.1 The cumulative value of knowledge  

ID. Quote: 
1 ‘… hopefully it [excavations at the Heugh] will enhance the information and 

knowledge that they’ve [archaeologists] already got [about Holy Island] and lead 
them [archaeologists] into further research in the future,’ IN29, Volunteer, 
Anon. 

2 ‘…what I understand is it [excavations] all goes to help the broader understanding 
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and the digs are formally written up and published so that even if now they are not 
fully interpreted people in the future can fully interpret them so it’s all grandiose 
and I accept that it is all part of a widening understanding.’ IN30, Volunteer, 
Anon. 

3 ‘It [archaeology] is very important and everybody needs to know about it because 
if you only know that bit, and that bit, you can’t join the dots you know? […] What 
I find is people make massive generalisations from just two sites and then surprise, 
surprise a hundred years later they have fifty sites and it changes their whole 
outlook.’ IN48, Volunteer, Anon.  

4 'The most important and direct beneficial effect of it [grey-literature] is it goes into 
the pool of knowledge of our archaeological understanding of any locality, the 
planning regulations insist that reports are written of archaeological activity and 
those reports are done to an acceptable standard and in a format that can be easily 
absorbed into a wider information pool...' IN97, Director, D.Heslop.  

5 'I guess there’s also hopefully contribution to knowledge, understanding the past, 
and I suppose with things like Arch and Arch [The Architectural and 
Archaeological Society of Durham and Northumberland] there is a wider hopefully 
legacy of a wider understanding of the past and a passion for the past with the 
wider population.' IN98, Senior Lecturer, A.Millard.  

 

Participant narratives predominantly focused upon archaeological sites located in the 

north-east of England (Tab.5.19, Chapter 5). Hadrian's Wall was discussed 32 times in 

112 transcripts. A volunteer on the Tynedale Archaeology Group's (TAG) Cow Green 

topographic survey reflected upon the broader impact of the knowledge obtained from 

their research upon people's understanding of Hadrian's Wall and Northumberland: 

 

‘It [this research] just kind of shows how many people were living 
here [north of Hadrian’s Wall] thousands of years ago and that 
there is just so much history in Northumberland which I guess 
does sort of challenge the idea that the Romans [brought] loads 
and loads of technology and people in the area and just sort of left 
nothing behind.’  IN49, R. Bourne, volunteer. 

 

The knowledge obtained from excavations located in Bishop Auckland including 

Binchester Roman Fort and Auckland Castle was also described. For instance, a 

volunteer who participated at the Auckland Castle Trust’s rescue excavation of 17th-

century walled garden in Bishop Auckland acknowledged the value of declarative 

knowledge for setting a baseline for future research: ‘...if there are any walled gardens 

anywhere else that’s had anything like this, they’d be able to look at our records and go 

‘oh, oh that’s what we should be finding and oh that’s similar to what we’ve got’ (IN52, 

M.Arthy). This demonstrates that volunteer participants perceived the knowledge 

obtained had a value in informing comparative sites in the future. Volunteers also 
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highlighted the impacts they associated with local initiatives such as Altogether 

Archaeology's LiDAR Survey of the remote parts of the Pennines. This initiative resulted 

in the identification of a range of potential archaeological sites including a Roman road 

across the Hexham fell (Ainsworth 2016; Green and Finch 2016 and Fig. 6.1). In 

addition, consultant S. Sherlock described the value of the knowledge obtained from the 

privately funded investigation conducted at Street Houses in Teesside, this research 

resulted in the discovery of Neolithic, Iron-Age and Anglo-Saxon remains. 

 
‘The impact of the work conducted at Street Houses has been wide ranging 
for British Archaeology, it encompasses sites from the Neolithic to the Anglo 
Saxon period, reshaping how we think about the Iron Age and the conversion 
periods, cemeteries in the north-east England but more fundamentally it is a 
microcosm of archaeology in the north and the range of periods that we are 
able to examine by looking at the excavations at Street Houses,’ IN103, S. 
Sherlock. 

 

 

Figure 6.1 Excavations 

conducted at Hexham fell 

by Altogether Archaeology 

confirmed that the linear 

feature identified in 

LiDAR analysis is a 

potential Roman road 

(Authors own) 

 

 

Participants also occasionally discussed archaeological research and practice that they had 

encountered through dissemination outputs. For instance both volunteers and career 

archaeologists referred to Pre-construct Archaeology’s Faverdale project and the recent 

Roman discoveries on the A1 Barton road scheme (discussed further in Section 6.3).  

Archaeological sites located outside of the north-east included the Mary Rose, Richard 

III, Must Farm, the Cross Rail initiative, Mithraeum Temple on Walbrook Street, the 

Staffordshire Hoard and Stonehenge. These sites were associated with extensive media 

coverage. Must Farm for instance, a Bronze Age Settlement in Peterborough, gained 

national and international media attention when a rescue excavation was conducted 

between 2015-16 after concerns over deteriorating preservation conditions (Mustfarm, 
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2018, url). The remarkable and nationally important discoveries made during the 

excavations were disseminated to the public primarily through the publication of press 

releases and television productions (Ibid.). In transcript IN50, an anonymous volunteer 

discussed the value of Must Farm and the Mary Rose for engaging people outside of the 

sector: 

 

‘I think [...] the general public hear and see more…hear more over the 
radio and see more over the television about sites you know, like Must 
Farm and you’ve got things like the Mary Rose was it last night? The night 
before? On the television and Radio 4 just about the completion and the 
preservation and I would imagine that people would see that and go ‘Oh 
that sounds interesting’ IN50, Anon.  

 

Unlike many archaeological initiatives, Must Farm gained a high profile through the 

dissemination of the knowledge gained from the excavation. As demonstrated above 

however, participants of this research more frequently focused upon the cumulative 

value of knowledge rather than isolated discoveries such as Must Farm. Participant 

descriptions about the impact of knowledge did not stratify the importance of 

discoveries in terms of local, regional, national or international significance as often 

described within official documents, policy and frameworks (Historic England 2015; 

NPPF 2012; Petts and Gerrard 2006; PPG16 1990). Historic England’s (2015) 

Conservation principles policies guidelines provide a basis for the categorisation and assignment 

of values of significance to heritage assets based upon their evidential, historical, 

aesthetic and communal values and the extent these 'contribute to people's 

understanding of the past' (Ibid., 27–32). Participants however, focused upon the 

cumulative value of knowledge as a primary impact of archaeology regardless of scale, 

scope or media coverage. Archaeological research and practice creates a beneficial pool 

of knowledge that underpins subsequent endeavours (Section 6.2.2).  

6.2.2 Impact  o f  Knowledge 

Participants recognised the synthesis of knowledge obtained from archaeological 

research and practice as an important process that reshapes perceptions about the past. 

The impact of knowledge stored within developer-led grey-literature was described by a 

participant as a resource that could be used to revolutionise our understanding of the 

past, however, universities and commercial units infrequently invested in creating 

syntheses and monographs. For instance, a participant commented: '...these 
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[archaeological] organisations should be producing publications that are looking at 

synthesising the archaeology in this area and the archaeology that has come out of this 

area and they are not. And that is a real shame!' (IN109). This view is also expressed in a 

review of a synthesis of Medieval Hartlepool by David Petts, a lecturer from Durham 

University, who commented:  

 
‘Given the key role of the Bishops and Priors of Durham in the economy 
of Hartlepool, it is a shame that there is no comparable synthesis of 
medieval archaeology from Durham itself.’ (Petts 2014, 222). 
 

The above quotes demonstrate that the lack of syntheses of archaeological data is 

recognised by both academic and career archaeologists as a limitation. In the north-east 

there are a number of syntheses that have shaped understanding about the region (see 

Brooks et al 2002; Lowethal 1993; Clack and Gosling 1976; Hewitt 2011; Graves and 

Heslop 2013, Heslop and McAuley 2011; Waughman 2005). Pam Graves and Dave 

Heslop (2013) produced a synthesis of archaeological schemes conducted in the centre 

of Newcastle Upon Tyne which combined the research from a number of rescue sites in 

the Medieval area of the city. Graves and Heslop (2013, 2) argue that Newcastle Upon 

Tyne has an identity dominated by its industrial heritage and associations with shipyards, 

glass manufacturing sites and the exportation of coal all of which obscure the longevity 

of human activity in the city (Ibid.). This synthesis facilitated a re-evaluation of 

Newcastle’s development and also highlighted the benefit of decades of rescue initiatives 

for informing our knowledge about the city (Graves and Heslop 2013). This 

demonstrates the value of using little known grey-literature to evidence the story of a 

place, a concept frequently discussed by participants (Section 7.3). Publication of this 

archaeological assessment, in addition to an accessible companion volume could help 

shape how people view the development of Newcastle and inform subsequent research 

(Section 7.2 and Heslop and McAuley 2011). Comparatively, in the City of Durham there 

have been a small number of in-depth synthesis produced, however, these have not been 

translated from professional publications into more accessible narratives (Lowther et al 

1993 and Hewitt 2011). In Durham City where local character is increasingly changing 

due to new developments there is a need to present the cultural character of both the city 

and wider landscape beyond the history of the University and the World Heritage 

designated Cathedral for the benefit of residents, visitors and academics.  

 In interviews it was identified that the operational context of sub-sectors can 

limit the opportunities available for archaeologists to invest in the creation of syntheses 
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(see Fulford and Holbrook 2011, 340–2 and Section 8.2). For example career 

archaeologists described the cumulative value of knowledge obtained from developer-led 

initiatives and the limited opportunities within the sub-sector to disseminating findings 

more widely. Comparatively, while universities in the north-east continue to be involved 

in annual field schools such as excavations at Derwentcote Steel furnace in Tyne and 

Wear and Binchester field school in County Durham; few university-led syntheses have 

been produced to present new narratives created from knowledge gained from recent 

archaeological interventions (exceptions include Graves and Heslop 2013; Petts and 

Gerrard 2006; Petts 2013).  

 Academic interest often focuses on the study of archaeological sites outside of 

the north-east. This shift contrasts to the role of universities during the pre-PPG16 

rescue period where research was predominantly focused within the vicinity of 

institutions (Section 4.2). The geographical scope of academic interest reflects both the 

diversity of scholar’s interests and specialisms in addition to the agenda of archaeological 

departments that can benefit institutions through the enhancement of their national and 

international reputation. For instance, long-term research conducted in Sais (Sa el-Hagar) 

Egypt at Durham University has resulted in a series of publications that significantly 

contribute to our understanding of the region (such as Wilson 2014; 2011; 2007). With 

further investment, the knowledge gained through this research has the potential to 

contribute to the construction of a new museum and archaeological skills centre: '...we 

are hoping to have a museum there in fact, what we hope is that we can make it an 

archaeological skills centre basically with connections with [name] University, you know 

that’s our dream' (IN87). Similarly, research conducted on the Trypillia mega-sites in 

Ukraine has impacted contemporary understanding about prehistoric urbanism in 

Eastern Europe (Chapman et al 2016). Furthermore, the project led to the improvement 

of public facilities near the site through the construction of new shower facilities and the 

creation of two Neolithic houses as part of an experimental archaeology project. 

 In addition to fieldwork-based initiatives there is also potential for researchers to 

create impact in cultural heritage management. For example, the Cultural Heritage in 

Landscape: Planning for Development in Turkey project conducted by Newcastle University 

(Newcastle University 2014a) applied landscape characterisation methods trialled in the 

UK to inform development in Turkey with the aim of creating positive impacts in terms 

of landscape management (IN91 and IN93). This research was used to: '...feed directly 

into policy decisions which will affect the way that landscapes are managed [and how] 
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places are looked after' (IN93, S.Turner). In fact, landscape characterisation research 

featured as Newcastle University's REF2014 impact case-study to highlight the impact 

this initiative has had upon understanding landscapes and international policy (Newcastle 

University 2014a). The aforementioned projects have made positive contributions to 

knowledge however it is important to ensure that investment enables researchers to 

pursue a multiplicity of local, national and international research to produce a variety of 

outputs. Universities have the resources to invest in the creation of localised syntheses, 

however, doing so may not match the funder's agendas or institutions research goals.  

 There are already tentative signs that impact assessments have influenced 

Universities to focus upon more localised impacts in terms of change rather than 

production of knowledge (Chapter 2). For instance, the trend of using examples of 

initiatives that operate within the locality of a university in impact assessments was 

reflected in Cambridge University's REF case-study. This case-study focused on an 

initiative that invited local teenagers to participate in archaeological test-pits to endeavour 

to raise their aspirations and encourage the diversification of the demography of 

individuals who apply for higher-education (Cambridge University 2014; Lewis 2011; 

Flint 2012). Durham University's Sharing Expertise: community archaeology and training in north-

east England case-study focused upon multiple community-orientated projects 

underpinned by syntheses such as the North East Regional Framework, a broad 

synthesis of existing knowledge about the region created in collaboration with Durham 

County Council; Durham University and a range of local organisations (Durham 

University 2004; Petts and Gerrard 2006). These examples suggest an increased focus 

upon creating localised impacts in addition to the value of incorporating data into new 

synthesis that underpin the direction of initiatives.   

 The impact associated with producing new narratives can produce long-term 

sustainable benefits enabling advancements in archaeological discourse. The hidden value 

of 'banked' knowledge in the form of grey-literature was commented upon: 'I think it is 

one of those things where you might not necessarily see the value immediately...' and '...It 

only needs one person to be interested to make it worth while [...] the value is sort of in 

the future almost, you are banking the value sort of, you’re holding the value for future 

research...' (IN111, R.Grahame). The value of 'banked' knowledge as grey-literature has 

been repeatedly demonstrated. For instance, re-evaluations of Prehistoric, Iron Age and 

Roman periods using commercially produced grey-literature and academic research has 

enabled the creation of up-to-date narratives and demonstrated the value of recent 
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initiatives in influencing understanding about past periods. In the north-east there has 

been significant development in our understanding of Iron Age archaeology through re-

assessments that incorporate data derived from developer-led initiatives (Hodgson et al 

2012 and Proctor 2012). However the problem remains that not enough organisations 

are investing in creating syntheses with knowledge banked in grey literature. The results 

of many archaeological interventions are small in isolation, however the cumulative value 

of multiple small initiatives can produce important insights about the past.   

 The process of transforming 'banked' knowledge into accessible narratives can be 

achieved through volunteer collaboration as demonstrated by Northumberland National 

Park's and the HLF funded Limestone Landscape Village Atlas initiatives. This involved 

volunteers and archaeological practitioners creating publishable historic synthesis of local 

areas using desk-based research, oral history, map-regression and onsite surveying 

(Limestone Landscapes 2010a and b). The central objective of the Village Atlas initiative 

was to encourage local people to participate in activities and decision-making about the 

local environment in terms of heritage, geology and ecology (Ibid.) Six villages conducted 

research to create an accessible atlas that could be used as the basis for public interest 

and subsequent research (Limestone Landscapes 2010a). This participatory research 

resulted in online downloads and printed publications (for example, Rushworth 2015a 

and b; Hetton Local History and Nature Society 2012). The success of the Village Atlas 

project is reflected in the use of publications in developer-led desk-based assessments. 

Also, additional villages such as Branxton and Crookham in Northumberland, have 

subsequently begun to emulate the Village Atlas framework increasing the amount of 

knowledge that local residents have about their local area (TillVAS, forthcoming). A 

volunteer highlighted the benefit of the knowledge produced through the Branxton and 

Crookham Village Atlas project: '...the Village Atlas thing that we are doing, we started 

off, well we knew about Branxton because of Flodden, we didn't know anything about 

Crookham...' (IN65, Anon.). The process of creating the Village Atlases also enabled new 

audiences to be engaged in archaeological and historical study (Archaeological Practice et 

al 2012; Hetton Local History and Nature Society 2015). For instance, M. Charlton a 

volunteer involved in this research commented: '...it simply gets the community together 

and the other one is it is a nice exercise...' (IN64, M. Charlton). In comparison Alan 

Rushworth from the Archaeological Practice, a commercial unit involved in many of the 

Village Atlas projects, highlighted the nature of impacts associated with each initiative: 

'...variable I think, because there is kind of the Village Atlas is where the groups come to 
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you and they’ve already decided that they want a Village Atlas and they tend to be the 

smaller villages generally rural villages and the community is much more bound up with 

it' (IN79, A. Rushworth).  

 The transformation of cumulative knowledge into accessible and usable 

narratives was perceived by participants to have a beneficial impact by contributing to 

research, creating interest, understanding and enhancing people's sense of connectedness 

with the past (Sections 6.2-4). The impacts associated with synthesising data are often 

delayed, ephemeral and problematic to demonstrate in contrast to initiatives that produce 

immediate societal and economic returns (Section 8.2).  

6.2.3 The Authent i c i ty  o f  Dec larat ive  Knowledge 

The authenticity of declarative knowledge was also frequently discussed in participant 

narratives (Tab. 6.2). Tangible evidence discovered through archaeological fieldwork was 

seen as authentic evidence that could be used to support, challenge or re-write existing 

narratives about the past. For instance, the discovery of Richard III was used as an 

example by one participant to demonstrate the dynamism of knowledge and the impact 

that archaeological discoveries can have upon this: 

 

‘And like the Richard the third thing, history can be re-written, so it is 
not like a science where you mix that chemical with that chemical and 
you always get that reaction,’ (Tab. 6.2, 1)  

 

Knowledge was perceived to develop from the contribution of new archaeological 

evidence in addition to processes of re-evaluation. For example, when Corbridge Roman 

Town was excavated between 1947 and 1973 there was a strong focus on the fort phases 

rather than the subsequent deposits (Bishop and Dore 1988, 140). Third and fourth 

century strata were not recorded during Edwardian excavations and subsequent 

interventions (Ibid.). Graeme Stobbs assistant curator at Corbridge Roman Town 

described how the Edwardian excavators focused upon 'really exciting' finds or datable 

items such as coins and samian pottery which would be recorded and published (Tab. 

6.2, 2). Conversely, less distinct finds such as coarse ware pottery were not recorded 

'because at the time they couldn't be dated very well' (Ibid.). Edwardian interest for the 

spectacular and comprehensible influenced the focus of onsite recording and 

publications. This process has had a long-term effect upon representation of the site, 

Frances McIntosh the Curator of Roman Collections described the influence of earlier 
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excavators misinterpreting deeply stratified deposits as a pottery shop commenting: 

'...there was not a pottery shop at Corbridge it was just that the Edwardian excavators 

didn’t understand that the building that they excavated had multiple layers...' (Tab. 6.2, 3). 

To re-address inaccuracies created from previous misinterpretations English Heritage 

conducted a reassessment of records and artefacts to inform a new exhibition at 

Corbridge in Spring 2018 that focuses upon the site's 'unique selling point' as a town 

phase (IN101, F.McIntosh). The research conducted at Corbridge demonstrates that 

archaeological knowledge is dynamic and interpretations of the past are contextually 

produced within the parameters of contemporary understanding (see Lucas 2001, 10).  

 

Figure 6.2 Volunteer recording an 

object discovered during excavations 

at Corbridge (Authors own). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.3 The stores of finds 

excavated at Corbridge Roman Town 

in Northumberland (Authors own) 

 

 

Conversely, undergraduate students and volunteers often assigned archaeological 

evidence a high-level of confidence, authenticity and acknowledgement of its ability to 

shape existing knowledge in ways that the study of historical documents alone could not 

achieve. For instance, an undergraduate student commented: '...history is written by the 

winners and it just does such an injustice to so many people...’ (FG38, Anon.). In 

addition, student participants frequently placed doubt upon the reliability of narratives 

and historical documents (Tab. 6.2, 4 and 5). Participants also credited declarative 

knowledge obtained from archaeological enquiries as an influencer of historical 

discourse. In particular, this theme was discussed by students from Newcastle University, 
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many of who were studying multidisciplinary degrees which may have facilitated a 

broader appreciation of the value of archaeological knowledge. This theme however, was 

not exclusively discussed by students as Table 6.2 outlines how knowledge was perceived 

to produce a cultural value in terms of providing evidence to support or contest 

established local beliefs. For instance, in 2011, Altogether Archaeology, a volunteer 

organisation, conducted an excavation at Westgate Castle in Weardale, County Durham. 

The ruined castle had become a mound in a small-disused plot of land behind a 

slaughterhouse and the site became an urban legend for some contemporary people 

(Drury 1987, 31; Archaeological Services 2012). A volunteer who had worked on the site 

described the benefit of this excavation for a site visitor who had grown up with the 

legend of there being a castle however, up until then had never seen any tangible 

evidence of its existence (Tab. 6.2, 6).  

 

Table 6.2 Examples of participant references to the authenticity of knowledge 

ID. Quote: 
1 ‘And like the Richard the third thing, history can be re-written, so it is not like a science 

where you mix that chemical with that chemical and you always get that reaction,’ 
IN19, Property Steward, Anon.  

2 ‘The Edwardian excavation which was basically clearance down to the top levels [...] if 
there was something really exciting, they’d pull it out and record it when they wrote in 
Archaeologia Aeliana, so if they found a big inscription or something juicy that made 
sense or samian pottery which they could date, or coins that they could date they would 
record them, but they didn’t record the coarse ware because at the time that couldn’t be 
dated very well.'IN17, Assistant Curator at Corbridge Roman Fort, G.Stobbs.  

3 ‘… so the excavation has hugely affected what we know about Corbridge [...] everyone 
always says that there was a pottery shop at Corbridge that is a total lie there was not a 
pottery shop at Corbridge it was just that the Edwardian excavators didn’t understand 
that the building that they excavated had multiple layers and the things that they 
excavated weren’t all related....’ IN101, Curator of Roman Collections, F. McIntosh. 

4 ‘…People just stick to the things they know and don’t test historical interpretations 
they just stick with what’s already written in the books whereas archaeology is obviously 
always changing it…’FG37, Undergraduate Student, Anon.  

5 ‘I think that archaeology can give you a more objective view of the past than history 
because history is written by the winners…’IN25, Undergraduate Student, Anon. 
See also FG38.  

6 ‘...[a visitor had] grown up with the legend of the Bishop’s Castle which nobody had 
ever seen and here it was with the foundations you know and that made me realise on 
that particular day it was more than just about the people who take part but [allowed] 
people living in the area to get involved with these digs and to come along and see 
what’s happening...’ IN28, Volunteer, Anon.  

 

Archaeological knowledge has an inherent significance based upon the value that people 

place upon understanding the past. Archaeological knowledge informs people in the 
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present about the past; provides anecdotal insights into human behaviour and ‘teaches 

lessons’ that could impact the decisions made by people in the future. For instance, a 

volunteer commented: '...there is a lot we can learn from our growing knowledge of how 

people went about things in the past, changes that occurred both positives and negatives 

[…] archaeology can provide evidence about, you know, rise and sustaining and decline 

of cultures and civilizations, practices and so on...' (Tab. 6.3, 1). Contested dialogues 

discussed whether archaeological knowledge could be used to prevent the repetition of 

‘mistakes’ from history. Some participants believed that we could learn from mistakes 

made in the past and better understanding of environmental impacts such as climate 

change and animal and fish stock populations through the longevity of insight provided 

through the study of archaeological remains (Tab. 6.3, 2-5). 

 

Table 6.3 the use of archaeological knowledge   

ID. Quotes: 
1 ‘…[the impact of archaeology is] looking at the past but also the past can be a 

mirror to our present it can be very useful for our perspective on the present and 
the future. There is a lot we can learn from our growing knowledge of how people 
went about things in the past, changes that occurred both positives and negatives 
[…] archaeology can provide evidence about, you know, rise and sustaining and 
decline of cultures and civilizations, practices and so on you know? The sort of 
various faces, environmental impacts and so on. And they’re all past and gone, but 
if we are wise we can draw lessons from that’ FG49, Volunteer, P.Bowyer. 

2 '...I would say that information about the past is useful because it helps to 
understand what we are now and where we’ve come from and the influences that 
make us now and how they've changed society and put today into a broader 
context than just living for today...' IN77, Volunteer, J.Cox. 

3 '...it is of great importance that we continue to learn from the past and we stop 
making the mistakes we have made in the past. But to do that, we have to continue 
looking at the past and learning lessons from it and if you don’t actively attempt to 
do that, or if you put it on the back burner because some trendy modern thing [...] 
I am trying to say when there is so much that can be gleaned from it, it is seen as a 
dry and dusty subject by many and it isn’t. It is a vibrant, live, lesson giving subject 
that can be read using archaeology and what you read from it can have a big impact 
on how you live now and the sort of world that we create you know? Because we 
are still killing each other, we don’t seem to learn from the mistakes in the past...' 
IN72, Volunteer, R.Jackson. 

4 '...I think probably because of all of the things that archaeologists do, research and 
there interested in everything that people have ever done anywhere in the world 
and it's also a legacy today it is a really important part of being people, living in a 
society, we know about our past and we are interested in our past and we 
understand how our past impacts upon our present and the future and I think it is 
a fundamental part of being… understanding… it sounds like a cliché but it is 
about understanding where we want to be in the future.' IN91, Lecturer, 
M.Jackson. 
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5 'I think at it’s best archaeology has its capacity and should have the capacity to be a 
very powerful criticism for modern life. It is in many ways one of the world’s best 
on-going petri dishes for alternative ways of living so a simple one, I say a simple 
one, one which first comes to mind is the economy. So say there here is another 
way of doing an economy, here is another way of training; there is another way of 
living. Offering up these possibilities about current discussions about society I 
think is a very powerful thing. The same goes for most potently at the moment for 
climate change you know discussing long-term trends and this king of thing 
challenging perceived wisdom about ‘oh well this is just the way the world is meant 
to be’...' IN14, Media Productions, M.Barkman-Astles. 

 

Andrew Jones (2007, 49) and others, have argued that physical remains enable cultural 

transmission between present and past people, however, this view is made subjective by 

the way that we interpret these tangible remains within the parameters of our own 

understanding and cognitions within a cycle of human engagement and reinvention 

(Section 6.3; Kuhn 2012). Historical novelist Hilary Mantel supported this view 

highlighting the relative nature of narrative construction in the BBC Reith Lectures 

(Mantel 2017, 3–5). She argued that the partial preservation of the past in the present 

facilitates the construction of a range of narratives that may endeavour to create accurate 

representation of the past but often fail. While archaeological study places greater focus 

upon material remains rather than written narratives it is still subjective based upon 

interpretations, contemporary agenda and the limitations of preservation (Section 8.2). 

This raises the question as to whether impact is predominantly associated with tangible 

remains from the past or to the narratives we create?  

Section 6.3 Dissemination 

6.3.1 Sharing Knowledge through Publ i cat ion  

The dissemination of knowledge was coded 494 times within the 112 interview and focus 

group transcripts (Tab.5.19). The dissemination of declarative knowledge obtained 

through archaeological intervention was perceived by some participants to be an essential 

aspect of the archaeological process. The over arching belief was that archaeological 

remains and knowledge are a publically owned asset which are excavated for the 

common good and therefore an inclusive approach should be adopted through high 

quality dissemination strategies. For example, a postgraduate student commented: 'There 

is no point in researching things and then filing it away in a cupboard you know?' and 

‘...it [research] should be accessible for everyone because archaeology is a cultural 

resource it should belong to everyone, it shouldn’t just belong to academics...' (Tab. 
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6.4,1). Andrew Birley from Vindolanda Roman Fort shared this view commenting: ‘...if 

you want people to support what you are doing, why shouldn’t people share in those 

discoveries and understand the mysteries and formulate their own opinions...’ (Tab 6.4, 

2).  

 

Table 6.4 examples of quotes that describe the dissemination of archaeological knowledge 

 
ID. Quotes: 
1 ‘There is no point in researching things and then filing it away in a cupboard you 

know? and for it being there for a select number of people or people who are 
interested in that very specific thing. It should be accessible for everyone because 
archaeology is a cultural resource it should belong to everyone, it shouldn’t just 
belong to academics and stuff so we are kind of the vessel to spread that message 
to everyone so I think [all] archaeology is community archaeology really.’  
IN75, Post-Graduate Student, Anon.  

2 'I think that a lot of our professional colleagues would prefer to be in a dark room 
to consider their thoughts [laughs] [...] if you want people to support what you are 
doing, why shouldn’t people share in those discoveries and understand the 
mysteries and formulate their own opinions...' IN92, Vindolanda fort, A.Birley. 

3 ‘And I think also the idea of social media has changed it the idea that you can take 
a photograph of something and tweet it to 1500 people who are interested that 
makes archaeology accessible to people who have visited the site, have an interest 
and may live in Australia that makes it relevant to a huge amount of people who 
would never know about it…’ PIN3, Site Director, P.Gething. 

4 ‘I think it is very you know the digs no matter what the scale and if they are 
professionally-led or done by amateurs you know should be properly recorded, 
should be written up to make that information available more widely and should 
be published! […] one of the nice things about Altogether Archaeology now […is] 
we have our own website and we can publish all of those you know all the stuff 
we’ve done, we take great pride and satisfaction I think that that is now available 
on our website and anybody can go onto that website and download a report on 
excavations you know and look at it.’ IN28, Volunteer, Anon. 

5 ‘...I am publishing most of the photographs that I am taking on Megalithic portal 
which is not an academic website but most people are interested in archaeology 
and it has been around for over ten years now and it gets around fifty-thousand 
unique visitors per month which is quite a bit with a database […] you get a lot of 
feedback from people who are interested in archaeology and just want to visit sites 
which is a major contribution and of course we just want to be like as accurate as 
possible in terms of information and academic knowledge but the main goal is to 
promote archaeological information for people who want to visit sites.’ IN15, 
Post-Graduate Student, C.Namirski. 

6 ‘We are doing something that can get published as a site report which may be able 
to help other PhD students or research academics, it might fall into the wider 
scope say if we are doing a Medieval excavation, someone is doing a larger project 
on Medieval Archaeology, it can fit into there nicely, and it gives our self a bit of 
context, a little bit of self-purpose maybe.’ IN75, Graduate-student, Anon. 

7 ‘There’s big excavations that I have worked on which still haven’t been written up. 
So once those things have been written up and published, the finds from those 
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sites which were good will probably bring more people to the museum and more 
displays at Tullie house museum.’ IN69, Field Archaeologist, J.Beaty. 

8 ‘[Commercial Unit] annoyed me a little bit because they register their reports on 
ADS [Archaeological Data Service] but they don’t upload them to ADS they keep 
their own archive so you can’t see any of their reports online, you can request 
them presumably.’IN53, Volunteer, Anon.  

9 'So there are great projects in the north-east and [Pause] similarly I think there is a 
lot of commercial work that goes on which I think isn’t as well publicised because 
a developer has paid for it you know and they don’t go to the newspapers ‘we’ve 
just found a Roman Villa,' or anything like that. So I think one of the ways we 
could raise the profile of archaeology in general as a profession is by asking 
developers if they would be happy for us to publicise the finds, so not only the 
archaeological communities… is can we put this in the newspaper, can we quote 
you as paying for this archaeology, can we tweet this, can we put this on Facebook, 
without the danger that it is going to stop my development. You know, it sort of 
needs to be a symbiotic relationship between the two you know we can really push 
this, this so everybody knows this is what we have found.' PIN1, Site Media 
Coordinator, Anon.  

 

The dissemination of knowledge gained from archaeological investigations was often 

associated with a range of products such as reports and online publications. In particular, 

the Internet and social media were identified as useful tools that facilitate the 

dissemination of products reach a broad audience and facilitate greater engagement (Tab. 

6.4). For instance, one participant commented: '...the idea that you can take a photograph 

of something and tweet it to 1500 people who are interested that makes archaeology 

accessible to people...' (Tab.6.4, 3). Volunteers involved in archaeological societies such as 

Altogether Archaeology (AA) and the Swaledale and Arkengarthdale Archaeological 

Group (SWAAG) also identified the value of the Internet for facilitating a platform to 

freely present research to their members and broader audiences. For instance, a volunteer 

involved in Altogether Archaeology commented: ‘...one of the nice things about 

Altogether Archaeology now […is] we have our own website and we can publish all of 

those you know all the stuff we’ve done, we take great pride and satisfaction...’ (Tab. 6.4, 

4). And a post-graduate student described how the Megalithic Portal provides an online 

platform for people to publish their photographs, contribute to monitoring preservation 

and engaging with Prehistoric rock art: ‘...the main goal is to promote archaeological 

information for people who want to visit sites...’ (Tab. 6.4,5). The sharing of knowledge 

was also perceived by a volunteer to be beneficial for PhD students and academics, one 

volunteer commented: ‘We are doing something that can get published as a site report 

which may be able to help other PhD students or research academics, it might fall into 

the wider scope say if we are doing a Medieval excavation...’ (Tab. 6.4, 6). Perhaps this 
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strong ethos for report writing and publication, stems from their extensive involvement in 

other initiatives where reports have not been made readily available after an initiative or in 

situations where their research would have been greatly assisted by the presence of 

previous research. For example, one participant described how in the 1960s Bryan Hope 

Taylor conducted excavations on the Heugh on Holy Island that were never published.  

 

‘…Bryan Hope Taylor did these excavations here in the sixties and they 
never got published and what a shame that was and that they want that 
whatever we find here wants to get published which is good but I still 
think that it’s going to be a hard-core who are in the know who are 
going to read that. The average person isn’t going to read it...’ IN31, 
Anon. Volunteer. 

 

The issue of sites not being written up after the completion of fieldwork was also 

highlighted by a career archaeologist who commented: 'There’s big excavations that I 

have worked on which still haven’t been written up...' (Tab. 6.4, 7). The lack of post-

excavation reports available for excavated sites inhibits the impact of the knowledge 

obtained from fieldwork and prevents this information being incorporated into broader 

synthesis.  

 Despite the production of post-excavation reports, as grey-literature, a volunteer 

highlighted the difficultly that they had experienced in obtaining access commenting: 

‘[Commercial Unit] annoyed me a little bit because they register their reports on ADS 

[Archaeological Data Service] but they don’t upload them to ADS they keep their own 

archive...’ (Tab. 6.4, 8). This highlights an additional challenge within archaeology in 

terms of the ensuring accessibility of post-excavation reports. This challenge persists 

despite online platforms such as the Archaeological Data Service (ADS) providing free 

public access to a number of grey-literature reports. The dissemination of grey literature 

however, can be limited by the wishes of the copyright owner for instance a Unit 

Director commented: ‘...the problem is with a lot of the big projects you’re not allowed 

to [share reports] because obviously it’s private developer funded and if they don’t want 

it to be shared you can’t’ (IN12, T.Liddell). The lack of enthusiasm for developers to 

publish findings was also reflected upon by an anonymous Site Media Coordinator who 

believed disseminating knowledge about excavations could be mutually beneficial for 

both developers and the public if the former were reassured that there was no danger 

'...that it is going to stop my development...' (Tab. 6.4, 9). Advertising the findings of an 

archaeological site can also have negative implications upon the archaeology by alerting 
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individuals involved in illegal metal detecting or 'Night Hawking' about the location of 

interesting finds (Potts 2015). Night hawking incidents have been associated with both 

well-known monuments such as Hadrian's Wall and sites under archaeological 

investigation such as the theft of a Roman skull from an excavation in Malton, 

Yorkshire (BBC 2018, url; Mackie 2018) and Binchester cemetery site (D.Petts, pers. 

comms August 2018). Disseminating information about archaeological finds can therefore 

be seen to present a series of opportunities and challenges that require mitigation to 

ensure that knowledge is disseminated to wider audiences in addition to ensuring the 

protection of archaeological remains and stakeholders interests. 

 The dissemination of the majority of archaeological findings is limited to a self-

selecting community that have the knowledge of how to access reports, publications and 

archives. Commercial and research initiatives conducted in the north-east of England 

for instance are often published in local journals such as Archaeologia Aeliana which 

provide mechanism for distributing knowledge outside of developer-led and academic 

circles. Such journals however are only accessible to audiences that have society 

membership; access to stocking libraries and knowledge of open-access sources. 

Anecdotally, the lack of obvious access was demonstrated during a visit to developer-led 

evaluation in County Durham where I had taken along a copy of a local journal, the 

Archaeologia Aeliana to show the director an article. During a subsequent interview the 

site Foreman commented upon the journal that was left in the cabin:  

 

‘…I’ve read a couple of books and thing that are in here [site cabin].... 
especially... that one... [Archaeologia Aeliana] because it mentions the mineral 
line and all that which is quite near where I live as part of Hetton Colliery and 
all that and it mentions that it goes all the way to South Shields […] I don’t 
think I would go out looking specifically for anything about archaeology if 
you know what I mean? Just when it’s there!’ 

IN10, Anon. Site Foreman. 

 

This suggests that while publication in local journals meets 'dissemination' agendas it 

remains problematic to assume that this will benefit society because of the limitations of 

distribution. In addition, quite often, published materials are aimed at 'professional' or 

'engaged' audiences rather than lay-audiences (Fagan 2010). This is an issue that is 

progressively being addressed within archaeology through the publication of accessible 

pamphlets, onsite blogs, social media and websites. For example, organisations operating 

within the north-east, and the rest of the UK increasingly recognise the limitation of 
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publishing in journals and reports. This is demonstrated in the range of booklets and 

magazines that are currently produced to disseminate knowledge to wider audiences. For 

instance, in 2012 commercial unit Pre-construct Archaeology North (PCA) published a 

monograph to disseminate knowledge gained from developer-led excavations at 

Faverdale in Darlington (Proctor 2012). The director recognised that the £20 monograph 

may not be presented in an accessible format for non-archaeology based audience 

(IN89). To address this issue they created a £5 pamphlet that summarised key findings of 

the project and interpretations drawings (Proctor and Ridgeway, no date and IN89). PCA 

also upload out-of-print monographs and pamphlets to their website to make them 

accessible for people free of charge (see also IN43). The trend of publishing more 

accessible booklets is also demonstrated in the publication of the result of excavations 

conducted in advance of large infrastructure schemes such as the A66 and as a synthesis 

of commercial initiatives (Oxford Archaeology 2012; Heslop and McAuley 2011 and 

IN97), in addition to research initiatives such as Stephen Sherlock’s research at Street 

House in North Yorkshire (Sherlock 2012). Comparatively, academics and volunteer 

groups have also increasingly endeavoured to portray their research in more accessible 

and engaging formats. For instance, Durham University's Tales of the Frontier project 

designed and distributed a series of trail leaflets that provided insights into 'stories' 

associated with particular locations along Hadrian's Wall (IN99 and Durham 2017, url 

see also Hingley 2012). Volunteer groups have also produced popular publications such 

as Coquetdale Archaeology Group's archaeological walking guide and Village Atlases 

(Section 6.1 also Jones 2017). The accessibility and range of archaeological publications 

that distil knowledge to different audience may enhance the value of the information 

obtained from projects.    

6.3.2 Disseminat ion:  Exhibi t ions ,  Museums and Lecture Ser ies  

Participants described dissemination through exhibitions, museums and lecture series as 

both an opportunity and challenge within archaeology. For instance, Professor Sam 

Turner, the Head of the School of Historical, Classics and Archaeology at Newcastle 

University described the value of using the Great North Museum in Newcastle to 

disseminate research to audiences: 

 

‘…I think that this University has always had an emphasis on public facing 
work so for example it is always been the home of the museum which is 
currently the Great North Museum, the Hancock but previously it was the 
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Museum of Antiquities, and that has been an important way for the 
University to display the academic work that we do to the broader 
audience…’ 

IN93, S.Turner. 

 

 

Figure 6.4 The Gertrude Bell 

exhibition entrance at the Great 

North Museum in Newcastle 

(Authors own) 

 

 

 

 

 

Between January and May 2016 Newcastle University presented the Gertrude Bell 

exhibition at the Great North Museum in Tyne and Wear and the Kirkleatham Museum 

in Teesside (IN91, Fig. 6.4). The exhibition explored the life and works of Gertrude Bell 

(1868-1926), a local archaeologist, explorer, writer and stateswoman whose input shaped 

the Middle East (Bell 2008 and Howell 2006). This exhibition was associated with a 

range of talks, a booklet and coincided with the premiere of a documentary film directed 

by Zeva Oelbaum and Sabine Krayenbühl (Jackson and Parkin 2015; Krayenbühl and 

Oelbaum 2016). In contrast, in 2011 a temporary exhibition was created to exhibit finds 

from the Street House research excavations conducted near Loftus in Teesside (Sherlock 

2012 see also IN102). Teesside Councillor Olywn commented on the success of this 

exhibition stating:  

 

‘Over a period of five days nearly 1,700 people attended the talks, displays 
and children’s activities. Already there is a sense of pride and ownership 
of the Street House's treasure,’ (Sherlock 2012, xi).  

 

This description highlights the interest that the discoveries at Street House created and 

the value of hosting an exhibition as a pathway to engaging broader audiences. The 

success of the exhibition is also reflected in the installation of a permanent exhibit at 

Kirkleatham Museum in Redcar alongside publication of a booklet that presents findings 

published in the site monograph in a more accessible narrative (Sherlock 2011 and 2012). 
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In 2012 the exhibition was also voted the winner of the Journal Culture Awards, 

Renaissance Museum Award gaining wider recognition for both the excavation and the 

dissemination strategies used (Peters 2012, xi). Comparatively, volunteers involved with 

archaeological societies have also contributed to museum exhibitions for example, one 

volunteer described their involvement in Belford & District Hidden History Museum 

stating: 'I help to run Belford Museum which is just... it’s wonderful, you must go and see 

it [...] we don’t have an awful lot of archaeology there really but it’s all about life and 

ordinary people so it is social history and so I help to run that,' (Tab. 6.5,1). In addition, 

exhibitions and site open days have been created to disseminate findings associated with 

major infrastructure schemes such as the A1 Leeming to Barton improvement scheme at 

Catterick (Highways England 2016, url). In 2016 Highways England hosted a series of 

guided tours of the extensive archaeological remains uncovered during excavations 

(Ibid.). This created the opportunity for members of the public to directly engage with 

the developer-funded excavations. This initiative was also associated with a series of 

press releases and an exhibition at Bowes Museum (Bowes Museum 2016, url). The 

above examples demonstrate that different sub-sectors of archaeology use, and benefit 

from the availability of temporary exhibition space because it provides a mechanism to 

disseminate findings to broad audiences. In addition it can have intangible and societal 

impacts as discussed in Chapter 7. 

 Conversely, until recently in County Durham there has been a lack of exhibition 

space with the exception of two small museums; Durham University's Fulling Mill 

Archaeology museum (moved to Palace Green Library c.2013) and the Durham Museum 

at St Mary-Le-Bow since local government reforms detached Gateshead and Sunderland 

and their museums from County Durham. While there remains a lack of a central county 

museum, recent initiatives at Durham Cathedral and Palace Green Library have had a 

positive impact upon the availability of permanent and temporary exhibition space. For 

instance, Open Treasure was designed because ‘...Durham Cathedral has a huge 

collection, a vast collection so it needed somewhere with a modern, up-to-date exhibition 

area...' (Tab. 6.5, 2). The new museum provides space for temporary exhibitions, which 

relate Durham Cathedral and local people's history to broader national themes such as 

the Tudors, Coal Mining industry and Armistice. In addition, Durham University's Palace 

Green Library was renovated to host the Fulling Mill's archaeological collection 

displaying local archaeology. It also contains space for temporary exhibitions such as the 

Scottish Soldiers and Lindisfarne Gospels, the latter of which attracted over 100,000 
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visitors and involved 20,000 children in outreach programmes (Durham University 2013, 

url). Despite the apparent success of the new museum and exhibition space participants 

occasionally discussed their disappointment of the limited space available for collections. 

One participant in particular, discussed their disappointment that in 2015 the Durham 

Light Infantry Museum was closed and the collection was moved to storage and to a 

small exhibition space at Palace Green Museum. The participant described the new 

location as '...that’s not a museum. It is a room!’ (Tab. 6.5, 3). These quotes provide a 

brief insight into people's views about museums and exhibition space. 

 In contrast, participants described the benefits of lecture series used to 

disseminate archaeological knowledge in the region (Tab. 6.5, 4 and 5). For instance, 

participants from Northumberland often expressed gratitude for schemes that facilitated 

public lectures in the smaller towns and villages of the region. One volunteer 

commented:  ‘...they [the lectures] were very good you know for people to get out you 

don’t always have to go to Newcastle. And there have been a lot of good talks given by 

different history societies around the borders as well’ (Tab. 6.5, 4). The Bamburgh 

Research Project (BRP) lecture series was seen to provide a mutual benefit to both the 

wider public and students who conducted the lectures (Tab. 6.5, 5). For instance a 

volunteer, identified the benefits they had experienced from attending events that the 

BRP organised at local village halls to disseminate findings from Bamburgh Castle, the 

Bowl Hole and Bradford Kaims excavations. Conversely, the lecture series was believed 

to provide a benefit by giving students the opportunity to engage with non-academic 

audience as part of their training in archaeology (PIN5). Archaeology was often seen by 

participants to be an outward looking process, however, individuals who work within the 

sector rarely have formal media training in how to disseminate information and engage 

with different audiences (IN96 and IN14). Therefore, initiatives that enable students to 

practice disseminating data as experienced by students involved in the BRP could 

become a beneficial facet of archaeological training that could enhance impact of 

research. Despite the lack of participant references, County Council archaeology days in 

the region have proved to be a powerful mechanism for disseminating the latest 

archaeological knowledge. Since 2005, the Archaeology Section at Durham County 

Council has hosted an annual Archaeology Day (Durham County Council 2006, 3). The 

event was inspired by an increase in public interest in archaeology caused by discoveries 

in the county and the lack of a platform for various sectors to share recently acquired 

knowledge (Ibid.). The event provided stall space and various speakers presented to an 
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audience of 220 people (Durham County Council 2006, 4). The value associated with the 

archaeology day is demonstrated in the high demand for tickets and the sustained public 

interest that has continued to the present day.  

 

Table 6.5 examples of quotes that describe exhibitions, museums and lecture series 

 
ID. Quotes: 
1 'It [the museum] is just off the A1 and it is open up normally until 6.00 o’clock in 

the summer. It’s not manned and everything is in cases and we don’t have an 
awful lot of archaeological there really but it’s all about life and ordinary people so 
it is social history so I help to run that.' IN27, Volunteer, V.Glass. 

2 ‘...Durham Cathedral has a huge collection, a vast collection so it needed 
somewhere with a modern, up-to-date exhibition area, new spaces but we have 
the problem as well that we have the material and needs of environmentally 
controlled areas.’ IN82, Cathedral Archaeologist, N. Emery. 

3 ‘It’s terrible. It’s going to be one room at Palace Green. It is the fact that the DLI 
room that we have for five years is a room and ninety per cent of the collection 
will go into storage. Which I know is the same as most museum, but that’s not a 
museum. It is a room!’ IN9, Museum Attendant, Anon.  

4 ‘One thing that has been very good are the talks that Newcastle University have 
done and are doing but also there is a series of talks on the history of 
Northumberland that have been given around the libraries in Northumberland 
they did it a few years back they had [historian] and [archaeologist] [...]. They had 
some of them presented at Morpeth Library, some in Hexham. They even had a 
couple here in Alnwick. They were very good you know for people to get out you 
don’t always have to go to Newcastle. And there have been a lot of good talks 
given by different history societies around the borders as well.’ IN78, Volunteer, 
P. Blenkinsopp. 

5 ‘Well the Bamburgh Research ones [lectures] are not about techniques they’re […] 
a summary of their project really what they expected to find what they did find 
what surprised them and now they do a series of talks for the students from the 
Bamburgh research project so instead of one annual one which [archaeologist] 
used to do they do four or five every summer and they have them in Belford! Very 
near my house and they are actually getting a lot more people to them now 
because they have someone in Belford advertise them.’ IN27, Volunteer, 
V.Glass. 

 

The above examples provide a partial insight into the importance of dissemination 

outlets such as museums, exhibitions and lecture series because participants did not 

extensively discuss the impacts associated with these practices (Section 9.5).  

6.3.3 Disseminat ion:  Popular is ing Archaeology  

A total of 37 (33%) of the 112 interviewed participants discussed representations of 

archaeology on television and press coverage as central influences. Participants referred 
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to television programs such as Time Team, Battlefield Archaeology, Time Commanders, 

Chronicle and Time Watch (Figure 6.4). As demonstrated in Figure 6.5 the British 

television series Time Team was the most referred to television show and it appeared in 

32.1% (36) of interview transcripts. Time Team was aired in the UK between 1994 and 

2014 and has been followed by re-runs in the UK and abroad (Taylor 1998). 

 
Figure 6.5 Mentions of television series within transcripts 

 
Participants of this study described Time Team's impact in terms of providing an 

effective pathway that facilitated wider public engagement with archaeology. For instance 

an archaeological officer commented: ‘...Time Team was successful because it brought 

archaeology to so many people’s eyes and made it possible for them to see and 

appreciate what is going on’ (Tab. 6.6, 1). An undergraduate student supported this belief 

commenting: ‘I think Time Team was [what] really brought archaeology to the public' 

(Tab. 6.6, 2). The impact of Time Team is reflected through the number of participants, 

who discussed the television series despite ending production in 2014. A volunteer 

visiting the UK from Melbourne in Australia as part of the Earthwatch project at Arbeia 

Roman Fort in South Shields described how watching Time Team re-runs on digital 

television was the inspiration behind her participation, she commented: ‘...seeing all the 

Time Team episodes I just became hooked completely and thought ‘that is what I want 

to do’...' and 'I think it is because of Time Team and the way that the program was 
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structured and he [Tony Robinson] just made it so interesting and so fascinating and user 

friendly' (Tab. 6.6, 3). This demonstrates that the impact of Time Team is not confined 

to UK audiences and has created an international benefit by inspiring people to engage 

with archaeology. Time Team was often credited with attracting people to archaeology 

for instance a volunteer commented: 'As soon as I spotted them, those programmes, 

because, until Time Team came nobody on television wore old clothes, and they were 

scruffy. And that was one of the things that attracted me to it' and described how it had 

impact their experiences volunteering onsite '...In fact, I’ve been known, a gang of us 

have been known on one dig, when we’ve been talking in the background to each other 

and saying ‘let’s play Time Team, can I be so and so?’...' (Tab. 6.6, 4). Time Team can be 

seen to have provided an accessible platform that generated interest in archaeology. The 

enduring legacy of Time Team is represented in how it has influenced people's 

perceptions and understanding of archaeology. For example one participant described an 

encounter she had in a public house: 

 

‘I met two blokes [men] in a pub once discussing a Time Team […] and it 
was one of those [episodes] where they had been digging bodies up, and 
one said to the other ‘I am not going to let them archaeologists mess 
around with me, I am going to get cremated!’ [laughs]. I don’t know if 
that’s a good thing or not! [laughs]’  

IN22, Volunteer, S.Wilson. 

 

The series was also credited by participants for adding to knowledge about the north-east 

due to a number of their initiatives located in the region. For instance, John Bowman a 

volunteer supervisor at Newcastle University's Derwentcote Steel Furnace excavation in 

Tyne and Wear described Time Team's previous research on the site which helped to 

inform his PhD research '...Time Team rolled up and in three days flat excavated the 

furnace and the dam head and all of that neck of the woods down here and we’ve been 

here so… that’s helped me greatly.' (IN39). Time Team contributed to a number of 

research initiatives in the north-east for example, they conducted a geophysical survey 

and three evaluation trenches at Binchester Roman Fort in County Durham (Birbeck 

2014, 22-3). This research provided insights into the archaeological potential of the 

Scheduled Ancient Monument in terms of establishing the degree of preservation and 

layout of the Ancient Scheduled Monument prior to the inception of the Binchester 

Roman Fort project (Ibid., 30). They also conducted an evaluation and geophysical survey 

at Castle Farm a 12th-century fortified manor house in County Durham (Brennan 2014, 
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63). The scheme of works resulted in the identification of the phases of the site which 

were tied into documentary evidence (Ibid., 68-9). In addition, in 2000 they conducted 

research at the Headland in Hartlepool helped to generate interest and participation in 

archaeology (IN109). This demonstrates the lasting legacy of Time Team's research in 

the subsequent use of the knowledge obtained.  

 

Table 6.6 Participants perceptions about the role of popularised archaeology 

ID. Quote: 
1 ‘That is why Time-Team was successful because it brought archaeology to so 

many people’s eyes and made it possible for them to see and appreciate what is 
going on.’ IN103, Consultant, S.Sherlock. 

2 ‘I think Time Team was [what] really brought archaeology to the public, you 
know? And we know that it’s not done in three days, we are not daft [silly], but it’s 
just brought [archaeology] into the public imagination [which is] particularly  
[important] when you are trying to fund archaeology, the more people who know 
about it…‘ IN24, Undergraduate Student, Anon. 

3 ‘I’ve become more interested in history and documentaries and stuff. Tony 
Robinson has so much to answer for. I think he is amazing but I think for me back 
home in Australia where we don’t have these opportunities to wander past and 
volunteer. Seeing all the Time Team episodes I just became hooked completely and 
thought ‘that is what I want to do’ and that became something on my bucket list of 
immediately as one of the things I want to do before I die. I wanted to go and dig 
something in the UK so I think it is because of Time Team and the way that the 
program was structured and he just made it so interesting and so fascinating and 
user friendly you know back when I was a kid documentaries were really dry and 
really boring or that’s probably how I remember them. But as an adult he made it 
reachable and he made it you know that anybody could come and do it, that 
anyone could come and chip-in [contribute] and help out so.’ IN43, Volunteer, 
S.Mathieson. 

4 ‘I have to say Time Team was the other influence. As soon as I spotted them, 
those programmes, because, until Time Team came nobody on television wore old 
clothes, and they were scruffy. And that was one of the things that attracted me to 
it. I remember sitting in the staff room at work telling everybody to watch this 
programme that was on tele[-vision] with people with scruffy clothes that was 
really interesting. I don’t know how many of them did, but Time Team was such a 
good name for a programme, it caught on I think. In fact, I’ve been known, a gang 
of us have been known on one dig, when we’ve been talking in the background to 
each other and saying ‘let’s play Time Team, can I be so and so?’ I always wanted to 
be Stewart because he looked at the wider picture, and I was able to tell him that.‘ 
IN61, Volunteer, Anon. 

5 '...archaeology is not about sound bites, archaeology is about mundane. As I always 
tell the kids, when kids turn up to an archaeological site, you know, have you 
found any gold? I say if we were excavating your house would we find any gold in 
your house? You know, it’s understanding that archaeology is ultimately dealing 
with the mundane and a reporter doesn’t want to know that, he wants a headline 
so I always, I’ve done a lot of them [interviews] and quite honestly I try not to do 
them these days because I just find it so dispiriting that you’ve got to say this is the 
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most significant, this is the greatest, this is revolutionary and it’s not, most of the 
time it’s just one more little brick in the wall.' IN109, Archaeology Officer, R. 
Daniels. 

6 '... when we found gold at Kirkhough which was really important archaeological 
discovery, all the press was pushed towards the boys who made that discovery and 
that made it, it was the number one story on the BBC website around the world. 
Not because we found it but because of the way that it was done, which was great. 
When we did Long Meg and [the production company] came out and filmed that, 
I was really keen that they talked to the volunteers not just to me and it’s not 
always possible to do that, but that’s what I have always tried to do. But of course 
we need to get the publicity in order to generate the interest and funds for future 
projects.’ IN100, Heritage Consultant, P.Frodsham. 

7 Interviewee 45: The thing is we do really have to remember that the media is for 
the general public so you know I don’t see why they should bombard them with 
loads of historically accurate information you know, it's media, it’s meant to be fun 
for them. You know this is fun for us because we are interested in it but for people 
who just want to know a little bit of it and watching things like the Borgias 
[television series] it’s pretty much just fictional.  
Interviewee 46: I’m not saying that it has to be 100% accurate but I do think that 
more can be done without losing the fun and the spirit of it. I do think that the 
television is getting a little too lazy in what it will show. 
IN40, Undergraduate Students, Anon. 

 

In contrast, press coverage of archaeological events in the north-east were discussed less 

regularly and presented more contentiously. For instance, one participant described 

several issues they had encountered working with the press because of 'sound bite' 

reporting and reporters sensationalising discoveries. They commented:  

'...archaeology is not about sound bites, archaeology is about mundane. 
As I always tell the kids, when kids turn up to an archaeological site, you 
know, have you found any gold? I say if we were excavating your house 
would we find any gold in your house? You know, it’s understanding that 
archaeology is ultimately dealing with the mundane and a reporter doesn’t 
want to know that, he wants a headline so I always, I’ve done a lot of 
them [interviews] and quite honestly I try not to do them these days 
because I just find it so dispiriting that you’ve got to say this is the most 
significant, this is the greatest, this is revolutionary and it’s not, most of 
the time it’s just one more little brick in the wall.' IN109, Archaeology 
Officer, R. Daniels. 

 

This quote highlights a central issue within archaeology and the representation of finds 

to the public (see Gero and Root 1990; Ascherson 2004). While 'the most significant' 

discoveries may grab headlines they are not an accurate representation of the majority of 

archaeological projects. This was a factor that was understood by participants involved in 

this research, as demonstrated through people's high regard for cumulative knowledge. 
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 An example of 'sound-bite' reporting can be observed in media reports that relate 

to findings from Binchester Roman fort in County Durham. In 2013, Durham University 

discovered a carved sandstone head at the fort. The head may reflect similarities to the 

Celtic deity Antenociticus and other carvings found exclusively on the northern frontier 

(Durham University 2013, url; Fig. 6.6). However, it was described as the 'Geordie 

Roman god' by the British press despite the geographical, chronological and cultural 

disparity of the term 'Geordie' and the artefact (BBC 2013, url). 'Geordie' is an 18th 

century term used to describe people from Newcastle, north of the Tyne, who supported 

King George II in the Jacobite rebellion and therefore would not have been used by the 

Romans. While the term is used to refer to contemporary people from Newcastle, it is 

often used colloquially and some-what incorrectly to refer to anyone from the north-east 

regardless of their geographical provenance. This example demonstrates the danger of 

sound-bite reporting as it can impose modern cultural constructs and identities upon 

people's understanding of archaeological remains. This was also demonstrated by media 

headlines that described Binchester fort as 'the Pompeii of the north' a title also given to 

homes excavated on the island of Vestmannaeyja archipelago near Iceland and similarly 

'Britain's Pompeii' a descriptive phrase used in reference to the waterlogged discoveries 

made at Must Farm near Peterborough (BBC 2014 and 2016 and Inspired by Iceland 

url). While linking new discoveries to ones with an existing reputation may help to 

promote a site through association the aforementioned sites have the potential to 

develop their own reputation without association with internationally significant finds. 

This could enable the creation of deeper and more sustainable impacts and reduces the 

risk of sensationalising archaeological remains or 

disappointing visitors.  

 

Figure 6.6 Roman god statue (D. Petts, Durham 

University) 
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Media stories can achieve impact without creating artificial links to well-known sites such 

as Pompeii, for instance, Paul Frodsham a Heritage Consultant who managed the 

Altogether Archaeology 2014 excavation of Kirkhaugh cairn near Alston described how 

he intentionally directed press coverage of the discovery of a 2300BC gold decorated hair 

tress towards the children who discovered it (Tab. 6.6, 6). The focus of this press release 

was firmly placed upon the process of discovery, the story of the children who 

discovered it and the importance of the find rather than demonstrating that the site was 

the 'most important' or indeed promoting Altogether Archaeology or the North 

Pennines AONB Partnership (ITV 2014 and BBC 2014b). With increased pressures for 

archaeologists to achieve demonstrable 'impact' for funders, of which media presence 

and dissemination is often an important component, there needs to be greater ethical 

standards of reporting to prevent misinformation and the sensationalisation of research. 

As demonstrated in this chapter, the central impact associated with archaeology by 

participants is the value of the knowledge obtained and while sensationalised headlines 

may attract broader interest, and funding, it can overshadow the importance more 

ephemeral discoveries. In addition as discussed in the literature review, extensive media 

promotion and representation of particularly Roman archaeology has had a negative 

impact upon the range of perceptions encountered (Witcher 2010b).  

 In addition to televisions programmes and press releases six participants also 

discussed the role of film, computer games and fiction for creating interest in 

archaeology. For instance, a lecturer described how films played a role in his decision to 

pursue higher education in archaeology. He commented: ‘...it was mainly to do with the 

media and film, which is how I got into archaeology, it was actually through Jurassic 

Park, Indiana Jones and things like that captivated me’ (IN76, D.Errickson). While an 

undergraduate student described people's reaction when they told them about there 

participation in fieldwork '... I’ve had ‘oh you’re going on a dig? That’s a bit silly’ and I’ve 

had ‘ooh you’re going to be like Indiana Jones are ya [you]?’ (FG37, Anon). Fictional 

products such as televised series' such as Rome and the Borgias in addition to fictional 

novels were referred to by two participants who believed they were beneficial in helping 

people to understand archaeology in a relatable way (IN19 and FG40). However, it also 

sparked a debate between two anonymous undergraduate students in terms of how 

historically accurate television productions and computer games should be (Tab. 6.6, 7). 

While the first student believed that: '...that the media is for the general public so you 

know... I don’t see why they should bombard them with loads of historically accurate 
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information...' the second student thought that producers should try to do more to 

increase the historical accuracy of what is shown stating: 'I’m not saying that it has to be 

100% accurate but I do think that more can be done without loosing the fun and the 

spirit of it...' (Ibid.). These two comments demonstrate these participant's perceptions 

about the balance between historic accuracy and entertainment within television 

programmes and computer games. Representations of the past in television dramas need 

to strike a balance between historical accuracy and entertainment in order to ensure the 

programme is interesting enough to attract attention. Whereas, for computer games 

'encyclopaedias' are created to provide additional details about the historic setting for 

those who are interested in finding out more (FG40). As discussed in the literature 

review, there has been extensive research conducted on the impact of popular culture 

and social media upon people's perceptions of archaeological research and practice.  

6.4 Summary 

The multi-dimensional perceptions of impact demonstrated in this chapter highlights the 

importance of attaining, synthesising, using and disseminating knowledge. The central 

impact of archaeology was the intrinsic value that participants associated with knowledge 

production and sharing because it was seen to progress human understanding about the 

past and who we are (Section 6.2). In particular, the cumulative value of data was valued 

greater than stand-alone discoveries that are often included in press releases. This focus 

emphasises the importance of synthesising knowledge in grey-literature to ensure 

findings are incorporated into new narratives about the past that are made accessible to 

diverse audiences (Section 6.2.2 and 6.2.3). To achieve this there needs to be greater 

recognition of the value of knowledge attainment and synthesis within existing reward 

based impact assessments. This may help to shift investments made in different sub-

sectors of archaeology to encourage the creation of dissemination products such as 

reports, booklets, books, Internet resources and exhibitions.  

 Dissemination techniques can be seen to have a beneficial influence upon 

people's knowledge about the past (Section 6.2). Sharing knowledge can amplify impact 

because it increases the number of people who can engage with research and recent 

discoveries, however it remains a challenge to ensure that reports and publications are 

accessible to diverse audiences (Section 6.2.1). Dissemination through exhibitions, 

museums, lecture series and popular culture has an impact upon how people view the 

past and archaeology (Section 6.3.2 and 6.3.3). This is a point that is emphasised within 
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existing literature outlined in Chapter 2. This research however, highlighted the 

competing perceptions about how well archaeological knowledge is disseminated in 

terms of accessibility, limited resources and the lack of space to host exhibitions. These 

limitations are often associated with a broad range of operational factors that differ 

between the sub-sectors of archaeology (see also Chapter 8). Concerns over sound bites 

and reporting the 'most significant' discoveries to the detriment of the mundane and the 

accuracy of disseminated outputs can present a distorted impression of archaeology, in 

particular to individuals with no experience of archaeological research and practice 

(Thomas 2017). Conversely, popularised archaeological products such as television and 

film can help spark an interest in archaeology, for instance Time Team has had a long-

term national and international impact upon people who were involved in this research 

(Section 6.3.3 and 8.2).  
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Chapter 7 

People and Archaeology: 

The Benefits of Archaeology 

 

7.1 Introduction 

The social benefits of archaeology in the north-east was regularly discussed by 

participants involved in this research. Social impacts are defined here as the tangible and 

intangible benefits participants associated with personal or community wellbeing. As 

demonstrated in Table 5.19, social impacts were coded 1187 times within the 112 

transcripts. These included references to intangible values (coded 409 times) such as 

enhanced sense of place (coded 157 times); tangible impacts including feelings of 

connectedness with the past through object handling (coded 284 times); social benefits 

associated with relationship formation (coded 255 times) and positive and negative 

effects upon health and well-being (coded 82 times). As highlighted in the literature 

review societal impacts are often assigned high value within impact assessments despite 

the difficulties in providing demonstrable evidence without resorting to 'waves of 

superficial commentary' (see Maas and Liket 2010, 447; Bastow et al 2014, 2 and Section 

2.3.1). This chapter exhibits this difficulty through reliance upon participant's personal 

accounts of the social impacts experienced. Anecdotal evidence is problematic to 

quantify because of the nuanced differences of people's experiences; however, the 

qualitative dataset has provided a range of examples that express similar themes, 

experiences and contrasting viewpoints.    

Section 7.2 Intangible and Tangible Impacts of Archaeology 

7.2.1 Tangible  Connect ions with the Past  

Participants often described how they felt a stronger connection with 'the past' through 

engagement with tangible remains than through secondary data sources such as historic 

literature. For instance, a volunteer commented ‘I think that it [engagement in 

archaeology] gives you hands on experience, I think that it gives you an insight into 

history which you wouldn’t normally get from just reading books...' and proceeded to 

describe their experiences of handling archaeological remains '...it's kind of there in front 
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of you and your hands are grubby and you’re covered in mud and your sinking and that 

sort of stuff' (Tab. 7.1, 1). Other participants described the connectedness that they felt 

through being able to directly handle tangible remains, for example a volunteer stated: 

‘it’s having something that somebody has made, it just gives you a connection with 

somebody in the past it’s the fact that somebody has sat and made these things, it just 

sends shivers down your spine, it’s beautiful...' (Tab. 7.1, 2). Observations of this sense of 

connectedness through handling archaeological remains were also described by an 

anonymous project archaeologist who cited object handling as a catalyst for inspiring the 

interest of a visitor to the Fulling Mill Archaeology Museum in Durham, they 

commented: '...he [the visitor] started asking questions 'how do you get it that smooth 

without modern technology?' It was nice to see his interest get sparked’ (Tab. 7.1, 4). 

These quotes suggest that the ability to handle tangible objects from archaeological 

contexts were associated with a range of emotions and thoughts that enabled people to 

feel more connected to past people. The idea of objects being a 'bridge' between people 

in the present and peoples from the past is one that is regularly discussed in 

archaeological literature in terms of object biographies (Jones 2007 and Gosden and 

Marshall 1999, 169).  

 

Table 7.1 Quotes describing tangible remains as a link between people and the past. 

ID. Quotes: 
1 ‘I think that it [engagement in archaeology] gives you hands on experience, I think 

that it gives you an insight into history which you wouldn’t normally get from just 
reading books. A lot of things that I have seen is in documentaries and pictures in 
books and that kind of stuff. You kind of know what to expect but it’s actually 
much better when you do it [archaeology] and you do it live. It's kind of there in 
front of you and your hands are grubby and you’re covered in mud and your 
sinking and that sort of stuff. I think it gives you a perspective of history that you 
don’t get normally.’ IN43, Volunteer, S.Mathieson. 

2 ‘It’s having something that somebody has made it just gives you a connection with 
somebody in the past it’s the fact that somebody has sat and made these things, it 
just sends shivers down your spine, it’s beautiful. My prize possession is a hand 
axe that I bought in a junk shop, it was just beautiful and I sit there and stroke it. 
But somebody has sat there and made that, you know, it’s that craft thing it’s 
lovely. To find something that somebody has made, it’s amazing.’ IN59, 
Volunteer, J.Hicks.  

3 ‘…I volunteered at the Fulling Mill when I was a student and we had an 
archaeology day and there was a prehistoric hand axe it was beautiful it had a hole 
in the middle for a shaft it was so smooth and a man came past with his son, I 
think that they were just filling in time and he wasn’t really interested. And I 
picked it up and said 'why don’t you have a hold of it?' And he held it and I said 
‘that’s about four thousand years old’ and he said ‘wow! How did they get it so 
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smooth?’ and you can’t tell if it was in a case behind glass you wouldn’t be able to 
feel how smooth it was and he started asking questions, 'how do you get it that 
smooth without modern technology?' It was nice to see his interest get sparked.’ 
IN20, Project Archaeologist, Anon.  

4 ‘…when I got married he [family friend] gave me this little coal shovel as a present, 
and he said ‘are you interested in what that is made from? It’s made from a 
torpedo from a German submarine in the First World War,’ and he said that this 
German submarine popped it’s head into the mouth of the Wear to see if there 
was any ships and fired two torpedoes one of which hit something, just a barge or 
something. The other one got stranded on the sand bank as the tide went out. And 
the military came in and defused it and the metal was left very high precision 
German steel. So we all cut it up and made various things out of it so the shovel 
was actually made out of it. So, you know here you are you’ve got a little shovel but 
made out of a German First World War torpedo!' IN78, Volunteer, P. 
Blenkinsop.  

 

The biographies of objects were also occasionally directly referred to by participants: a 

volunteer described their appreciation for the production process involved in the 

creation of a hand axe that they discovered in a junk shop stating: '... somebody has sat 

there and made that, you know, it’s that craft thing it’s lovely...' (Tab. 7.1, 2). While 

another volunteer described the biography of a coal shovel that he received as a wedding 

gift. The shovel was created out of a German torpedo discovered at the mouth of the 

River Wear: '...so, you know here you are you’ve got a little shovel but made out of a 

German First World War torpedo!' (Tab. 7.1, 4). The story associated with this piece of 

converted German steel enhanced the importance of the item for its owner. 

Engagement between people and archaeological remains can be seen to be a multi-

directional process that involved interaction between a tangible object and the intangible 

meanings that people associate with it (Gosden and Marshall 1999; Jones 2007). Objects 

can accrue and retain values over time and these can be conveyed over generations, 

however these meanings can also become lost or changed (Gosden and Marshall 1999, 

169). As demonstrated above, dislocation from intangible biographies does not 

necessarily lessen appreciation of the craftwork, skill and time invested in the creation of 

an object (see also Gosden and Marshall 1999, 169). In addition, new meanings maybe 

created as demonstrated in the imaginative narratives that participants involved in this 

research associated with archaeological objects.   

 The values that participants associated with tangible archaeological remains 

focused upon artefacts rather than deposits, structures or heritage sites. The descriptions 

suggest that archaeological objects are familiar through the comparisons that can be 

made with contemporary material culture. Familiarity of objects may enhance a sense of 
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connectedness between the present handler and the person or people who created or 

owned the object (Jones 2007; Gosden and Marshall 1999). This was demonstrated in 

transcriptions where participants credited archaeological objects with stimulating 

thoughts about who owned and used the item and  ‘how they felt when they lost it’ 

(IN50). In comparison site formation processes can be difficult to relate to and recognise 

without extensive field experience and an understanding of the narratives they can 

contribute to. The opportunity to engage in archaeological practice has a direct impact 

upon some participant's understanding of the value of deposits. For example, a volunteer 

involved in the Earthwatch initiative at Arbeia Roman Fort commented: 

 
‘And the knowledge that the guys [archaeologists] have because they’ve 
been doing it [archaeology] for years, because my knowledge is limited it is 
just what I’ve read so… but just little things like ‘archaeology is not just 
about the artefacts it’s about the layers’ I am like ‘Oh my god!’ [laughs]...’ 
IN43, Volunteer, S.Mathieson. 
 

Direct handling and engagement with archaeological remains was perceived to be 

beneficial for the construction, retention and development of meaning that can enhance 

people's connectedness with the past. This highlights the importance of facilitating 

events that enable people to directly engage with archaeological materials through 

fieldwork and object handling sessions (see also Pye 2007). While the public can engage 

with archaeology at museums, these are often kept within cases to ensure conservation of 

artefacts and to prevent theft (Ibid., 16-7). Ad-hoc object handling sessions facilitated by 

museums, teaching initiatives and a select number of public open days occasionally allow 

for a more hands-on approach, however, these were only mentioned by one participant 

involved in this research (Tab. 7.1, 4). It also evident from the transcripts that 

archaeologists and heritage professionals are often the gatekeepers that mitigate the 

relationships between people in the present with evidence from the past through 

outward looking initiatives and dissemination processes. 

 

7.2.2 Identity, Connectedness and Provenance 

Engagement in archaeological research was perceived by participants to have a positive 

impact that helped to enhance people’s sense of local and national identity. As 

demonstrated in Table 7.2 identity, rootedness and belonging were important themes 

discussed within transcripts. For instance, a volunteer described the sense of ownership 

and rootedness that the past can provide commenting: ‘...it’s your history, it’s a link with 

the past where you are, or where it is but it’s your past, isn’t it? It’s your history and 
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without that we could all be quite rootless’ (IN48, Anon.). A project archaeologist, a 

media director and an undergraduate student directly linked themselves with people who 

lived in the past using phrases such as 'our ancestors', 'where we came from' and 'related 

to you' (Tab. 7.2, 1, 2 and 3). This suggests that archaeology has an impact upon how 

people perceive and understand themselves in relation to available knowledge about the 

past. For instance, a site archaeologist described their intangible perceptions of the 

sameness between people in the past and present and feelings of connectedness and 

empathy for past peoples and the challenges they may have faced: '...there were people of 

the same description as us...' (Tab. 7.2, 4).  

 Multiple participants flagged how the archaeology and heritage of the north east 

has contributed to their sense of connection and rootedness to past peoples on a local and 

national level. Participants involved in this research were incredibly proud of the heritage in 

the region and excited about adding to existing knowledge through archaeological research 

and practice. The values and meanings associated with archaeology and heritage cannot be 

perceived to be universal particularly in an increasingly multi-cultural society (see Smith and 

Waterton 2009, 34; Crang and Tolia-Kelly 2010; Tolia-Kelly 2006; Russell 2010, 30-1; Diaz-

Andreu and Ruiz 2017, 65). Mike Crang and Divya Tolia-Kelly (2010) argue that inclusivity 

in heritage can be broadened to engage more diverse audiences if sites are interpreted based 

upon the emotional responses they provoke rather than singular 'authorised' narratives. 

Recognising the dynamic and pluralistic emotional responses and values associated with 

heritage by diverse communities provides scope to enable people to maintain and create 

new relationships with heritage assets (Crang and Tolia-Kelly 2010, 2316). The participant's 

perspective that archaeological research and practice enables people to engage with 'their 

past' highlights the strong connection felt by people already engaged in this sector. A 

contrasting study that focuses upon the perceptions of individuals not engaged in 

archaeological research and practice would highlight a more diverse insight into the 

complexity of the relationship between people, identity, feelings of connectedness and 

archaeology (see Crang and Tolia-Kelly 2010).  

 

Table 7.2 Quotes that describe intangible concepts of identity and connectedness with 

people who lived in the past 

ID. Quotes: 
1 ‘I’m going to get all sort of all flowery now [pause] everyone who is living in 

Britain you know, it is our ancestors who settled here, it is them that lived before 
us and it is a shared common cultural heritage that we have.’ PIN1, Media 
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Director, Anon.  
2 ‘…I think that whatever heritage sites there are it is our past it is our story. And I 

don’t know why it is so important that we know where we come from but I think 
it is, I think it’s part of human nature for us to understand ourselves,’ IN20, 
Project Archaeologist, Anon.  

3 ‘Because at the end of the day we are digging up bones it is quite possible that 
some of them may be related to you from thousands and thousands of years ago 
you know? There weren’t another race of people who just came from another 
planet, they’re us’. IN24, Undergraduate Student, T.Lazonby. 

4 ‘Just feelings, just personal feelings. Nothing you can get your hands on. I always 
sit back and think when you find a collection of shells [... there was] some little 
man sitting out on a Roman site two thousands years ago pecking open the shell 
and getting things out of them and the impact of how hard it use to be back then 
[...]. Personally I think it’s the history and what the grounds actually been used for 
and the fact that there were people of the same description as us actually crawling 
all over here and living here I think that’s what [...] is [important] for me.’ 
IN70, Site Archaeologist, M. Coates. 

5 Interviewee 21: My teacher at A-level did a really great assembly to the entire 
college to try and tackle people’s potential racist views about immigration and 
things [... they] pointed out that we are nation of immigrants and that there are no 
Native British people!' 
Interviewee 22: 'Yeah London was originally a city of refugees when it was 
founded under the Romans so what right do we have to push people out? I just 
think looking at archaeology you realise that people are just people and nothing 
has fundamentally changed throughout human history we are all basically the 
same.’  FG21, Undergraduate Student, L.Godridge and E.Van Liew. 

6 ‘…at the Bowl Hole when we did the analysis we have people from the 
Mediterranean from the 7th and 8th century so people have always been very 
mobile, they’ve moved for work, they’ve moved for resources, you know, human 
beings have always moved around the earth.’ 
and 
‘… it's useful to know everyone is an immigrant 10,000 years ago people walked 
along an ice bridge and the land retreated and every single one of us walked here 
or got off a boat at some stage and every generation in history has had a problem 
with immigration so I think a historical perspective is very useful in [enhancing] 
understanding. I think the basic research that we do to discover new things makes 
us human and I think knowledge about who we are and where we came from I 
think informs us and helps us to make better choices in our daily lives.’ PIN5, Site 
Director at the Bamburgh Research Project, G. Young. 

7 ‘We did some isotope analysis on their teeth and we found this person had drank 
water all of their life in our area [Northumberland] so we thought 'right simple, 
barbarian head cut off, mounted on a pole that’s it'. You know a nasty little Britain 
done-in [killed] by the Romans. [...Since] 2015, nuclear DNA has come along way, 
nuclear DNA wasn’t available in 2002 and so we analysed another tooth […] we 
analysed another tooth [...] and we found on the paternal side he had Italian 
DNA... there were very few Italians on Hadrian’s Wall.’  
 and 
‘So that [...] added a whole knew layer to the complexity of working out how this 
chap ended up having his head on a pole over a ditch because had he known about 
his paternal side... did he know? He could have claimed Roman citizenship, he 
could have been punished in many different ways but it would be unlikely that he 
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would have his head put on the end of a pole over the rampart because that’s not 
the done thing. So that’s how storing the data, interpreting the data in the museum 
and the gallery can change and morph as more data comes along and you can’t do 
that if you reburied it or we hadn’t excavated it, we wouldn’t have any of that 
information at all to impart onto the public.’ IN92, Heritage and Archaeology 
Manager at Vindolanda, A. Birley. 

 

A common example used by participants to explain the value of archaeology was the 

topic of immigration, migration and racism. At the time of some of the interviews in 

2016, the refugee crisis in Europe occupied media headlines and a number of debates 

about whether facilitating the migration of refugees was an appropriate response (for 

example Guardian 2016, url). Some participants mentioned how understanding migration 

to and from Britain can and has been used to encourage contemporary people to be 

more tolerant, accepting and have empathy for refugees and migrants. For instance, two 

undergraduates discussed the value of archaeology being used at school to confront 

racist views association to immigration commenting: '...London was originally a city of 

refugees when it was founded under the Romans so what right do we have to push 

people out?' (Tab. 7.2, 6). Graham Young Director of the Bamburgh Research project 

also highlighted the value of archaeology and advancement in scientific progress in DNA 

and isotopic analysis has facilitated greater understanding of human migration: 

 

‘…at the Bowl Hole when we did the analysis we have people from the 
Mediterranean from the 7th and 8th century so people have always been 
very mobile, they’ve moved for work, they’ve moved for resources, you 
know, human beings have always moved around the earth.’ (Tab. 7.2, 6).  

 

This was a theme also discussed by Andrew Birley, Heritage and Archaeology Manager at 

Vindolanda Roman Fort who described the new insights about the ethnicity of people 

living at Vindolanda gathered from DNA analysis (Tab. 7.2, 7). In 2015 DNA analysis 

conducted on a tooth extracted from a decapitated human skull at Vindolanda Roman 

fort identified that the individual was descended from an Italian while isotopic data 

suggested that they had lived in Northumberland (IN92). These discoveries provided 

new insights into understanding the complexity of identity of this individual in Roman 

Britain (IN92). It also presented opportunities to disseminate new knowledge about the 

identity and genetic provenance of those who lived on the Roman frontier and inform 

British people about the diversity of their own ethnicity.  

 The practice of using archaeology to inform British people about the nations 

diverse ethnicity is increasingly disseminated in popular history books, displays and 
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museum exhibitions (for example Miles 2006; Tolia-Kelly and Nesbitt 2009). Divya 

Praful Tolia-Kelly for instance emphasises the multiple cultures, peoples and languages 

associated with Hadrian's Wall and the constant motion and mobility of past peoples that 

'formed the very foundations of 'Britishness' within Roman Britain' (Tolia-Kelly and 

Nesbitt 2009, 2-3). While Tyne and Wear Museum’s Empire and Frontier exhibition 

displays a map of the Roman forts along Hadrian’s Wall in addition to information about 

the provenance of the cohorts who occupied the forts. This display disseminates 

knowledge gained from archaeological research about the multi-cultural past of Britain to 

the public. Perhaps discoveries like those at the Bowl Hole and Vindolanda can be used 

further to debunk controversial and nationalistic narratives about past populations in 

addition to making archaeology more inclusive. Archaeological research has an impact 

upon people's relationships with archaeological monuments and past identities through 

the narratives that are created and disseminated (Hingley et al 2018; Witcher 2010a, 

2010b; Hingley et al 2012; Schaepe et al 2017, 502). Community-based archaeology has 

been demonstrated in comparable international research focused upon descendent 

communities to 'reveal continuities' and create connections that transcend time, place, 

cultures, ancestries, ecosystems, world views and knowledge which can improve both 

individual and communal health and wellbeing (Schaepe et al 2017, 502-3). For instance, 

in Port Angeles, Washington individuals from the Lower Elwha Klallam who had 

inhabited this area were involved in excavations to mitigate damage conducted to 

ancestral remains during construction of a dock (Ibid., 507). Participants involved in this 

project described the connectedness they felt between the past peoples and who they are 

now (Schaepe et al 2017, 508). Participants described the impact of archaeology upon 

their sense of identity, belonging and understanding of migrating populations. These 

examples demonstrate that the themes extend beyond academic focus and reside in the 

consciousness of other individuals engaged with archaeology.  

7.2.3 Archaeology and the Imaginat ion  

The role of the imagination was a theme that regularly emerged in dialogues with 

participants. As demonstrated in Table 7.3, people often liked to imagine what it would 

have been 'like' for previous peoples to live and use the landscape. For instance an 

undergraduate student commented: '[I] ...imagine how many people would have walked 

along that track and what they would have been thinking and what their daily life would 

have been like' (Tab. 7.3, 1). This view was reiterated by a property steward who described 
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how walking along worn steps while thinking about personal problems enabled them to 

related with people in the past by imagining their shared commonalities: '...I suddenly 

realised, you know, the people who wore away those steps had exactly the same worries 

and concerns as me' (Tab. 7.3, 2). While a volunteer believed that being able to get 

involved in archaeology enabled people to connect with the past through tangible 

interactions which spark people's imaginations '...they [volunteers] can imagine people 

living in these buildings or whatever they are and that was a really powerful experience 

actually' (Tab. 7.3, 3). These quotes suggests that archaeology can have a beneficial impact 

in terms of stimulating the imagination which can enable people to feel a greater 

connection with the past partly through the humanisation of past individuals experiences 

through comparison to present day emotions, lifestyles and beliefs. 

 

Table 7.3 Quotes that discuss archaeology and imagination  

ID. Quote: 
1 ‘I just like being able to look at something that is so old and figure out what 

people were doing and how they lived. [...] I use to do it a lot when I was out 
walking, finding an Iron Age track and just trying to imagine how many people 
would have walked along that track and what they would have been thinking and 
what their daily life would have been like.’ IN24, Undergraduate Student, 
T.Lazonby. 

2 ‘I always feel as well, when you go on steps and they are worn down... I remember 
once just doing that [...] during a visit and I was thinking about, you know? There 
was a bill coming in because the shower had burst [...] and I was worried about, 
you know my other half and you were wondering what the kids would have been 
doing and I suddenly realised, you know the people who wore away those steps 
had exactly the same worries and concerns as me. And you sort of think of people 
in the past being aliens or something and they weren’t they were just exactly the 
same as us with the same worries, the same concerns, you know the same things 
on their mind. And it sort of brings it home and part of all your thoughts and 
worries wore away at that stone, you know? And it’s just incredible you are 
following [where they walked] [...] but you’re still worrying about what the kids are 
doing.’ IN19, Property Steward, Anon.  

3 ‘And it [archaeology] really connects people with history in a very, in a very 
tangible way you know, because they can see things and they can imagine people 
living in these buildings or whatever they are and that was a really powerful 
experience actually. It made the penny drop for me on that day about just how 
powerful [...] archaeology which involves local communities and engages local 
communities in their heritage can be,’ IN28, Volunteer, Anon.  

4 ‘[laughs] you know I just love the way that they [Time Team] get this little tiny bit 
[of pot] and then there is the vase!’  
and 
‘One thing that I do have a problem with and have always had a problem with [...] 
is visualising things it’s why I like that thing [highlight deposits] with Time Team 
because they do it for you. Like when they say that ‘this thing is joining with that,’ 
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I’ve always struggled to see it when we’re seeing things in 3D.’ IN32, Volunteer, 
Anon.  

 

People's imagination facilitates a greater connection to the past, aids the interpretation of 

archaeological remains and the process of disseminating knowledge. For example, the 

popular United Kingdom terrestrial television series Time Team, was praised by many 

participants because of the way that it helped ‘novices’ to visualise how things used to be 

from the tiniest of fragments found through their excavations (Taylor 1998 and Section 

6.4). A volunteer commented:  ‘...you know I just love the way that they [Time Team] get 

this little tiny bit [of pot] and then there is the vase!’ (Tab. 7.3, 4) the participant 

proceeded to identify their own personal difficulty of being able to visualise 

archaeological remains: '...one thing that I do have a problem with and have always had a 

problem with anything is visualising things it’s why I like that thing with Time Team 

because they do it for you' (Ibid.). The difficulty of being able to imagine the past was 

highlighted by a Trench Supervisor at Bamburgh Castle who described how she 

endeavoured to trigger the 'public' imagination when trying to bring to life ephemeral 

archaeological remains (PIN6, Anon.). In this instance, being able to stimulate visitor's 

imaginations was perceived to be a useful tool that helped to enhance understanding and 

connectedness between people and ephemeral remains. Other participants discussed 

how archaeology inspired art and creativity, one volunteer described how cup and ring 

marks found on stones across the region inspired the fabric design for the former 

National Park Authority's visitor centre in Rothbury, Northumberland and her 

daughter's school art project (IN85). In addition, archaeology in the region has been 

used to inspire poetry as demonstrated by creative contributions made as part of the 

Flodden 500 eco-museum initiative. These included a strata-geology cake and a poem 

written by a volunteer who participated within the project (Kille 2016, 55; Charlton 

2016, 147). These creative products associated with archaeology reflect more personable 

products than those created for national and international audiences (Holtolf 2007 and 

Section 6.4). 

 The impact of archaeological research and practice upon the imagination is 

problematic to quantify as the quotations above suggest. Stimulation of the imagination 

is never the less an important effect associated with archaeology; archaeology can 

provide inspiration, create understanding of the past and how ‘things used to be’ and 

facilitate feelings of connectedness and empathy for past peoples.   
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7.2.4 Emotive Impacts  Assoc iated with Engagement in Archaeology  

Participants used emotive adjectives ‘amazement’, 'excitement' and ‘magical’ and 

described the ‘buzz’ they felt at the moment of discovering an archaeological object 

(Tab. 7.4, 1). Emotive words were often used to describe the intangible benefits from 

direct or indirect involvement by participants. In particular, volunteers often discussed 

how they felt ‘excitement’, ‘satisfied’, ‘challenged’, ‘hooked' and that they 'belonged' (Tab. 

7.4). For instance, one volunteer commented: ‘I just went along to see if I could help 

[pause] and got hooked!’ (IN30, Anon.) and another compared the experience to 

catching a 'bug' when they stated: ‘It does get you, I don’t know what it is, sort of a bug 

definitely’ (IN51, D.Raine). Conversely, other participants focused upon the 'enjoyment' 

and 'happiness' experienced through involvement within archaeology for instance 

volunteer M. Arthy reflected upon this, '...people are enjoying themselves and loving 

what they are doing and then you get a nice feel because everyone’s happy’ (Tab. 7.4, 3). 

Heritage consultant P. Frodsham, also reflected upon this sense of enjoyment stating: 'I 

always say to people if archaeology, just like so many things in life, if it’s not fun, you’re 

not doing it right' (Tab. 7.4, 4). In addition, project archaeologist described the 

enjoyment of pursuing archaeology as a job:  

 

‘...it’s a pleasure to tell you the truth rather than turning up to work and 
thinking ‘ah I’ve got to dig that hole, I’ve got to do this and I’ve got to do 
that...’ it’s ... I still go to bed at night thinking ‘I’m really looking forward to 
going back on site in the morning to see what that things is,’ [...] Rather 
than just another job where you’re like ‘ah here we go again.’ (Tab. 7.4, 5) 

 

A sense of enjoyment and personal fulfilment and the excitement of discovering 

archaeological remains was often discussed by volunteers for instance ‘…it was just nice 

to find something so that is what keeps you going I think you think ‘I might find 

something, this might be my time!’' (Tab. 7.4, 6) and ‘I think [pause] it’s always exciting 

isn’t it? Even if there are thousands of them [flints] because it is your personal find...' 

(IN62, L.Clay). This volunteer linked the feeling of excitement to a description of the 

impact of discovery, which stimulated her imagination '...[you] start to think you know 

who put it there? How long has it been there? What were they doing with it? Were they 

chucking it away, were they keeping it?...' (Section 7.1.2). Holtolf (2010, 49-50) identifies 

the excitement people associate with the discovery of archaeological remains as a primary 

reason why individuals engage with archaeology. Within popular cultural narratives 

archaeologists are often depicted as a hero or role model (Holtorf 2007). In contrast, 
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Aino Nissinaho and Tuija-Liisa Soininen (2014) argue that archaeology’s social 

significance is being increasingly driven by escapism and a need to be entertained rather 

than a drive for education and knowledge. Participants, however, rarely identified 

escapism or popular culture as a motivating factor, but they did express a range of 

intangible feelings they experienced when participating in fieldwork (Ibid. and Section 

6.4). 

 

Figure 7.1 Involvement in archaeological initiatives 

was frequently associated with positive emotions. 

The picture shows a volunteer at the Wark Castle 

excavation in Northumberland which were 

conducted as part of the Flodden 500 project 

(Authors own).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pride was an additional emotion identified in interviews most notably with volunteers 

who were members of archaeology societies. Members of Altogether Archaeology (AA), 

Tynedale North of the Wall and the Swaledale and Arkengarthdale Archaeology Group 

(SWAAG) expressed pride because they had learned enough skills and gained sufficient 

experience to conduct their own research and disseminated the results using the Internet 

(IN28, Anon. and Section 4.3). The autonomy of some volunteer groups to actively 

contribute to archaeological knowledge was a theme also identified within the pilot study 

(Section 5.3.1.9). There was a strong sense within these interviews that they felt grateful 

for all of the assistance and funding which had enabled them to learn these skills and 

they wanted to use to give back to the public and contribute to broader archaeological 

discourse (IN28, IN47 and IN53).  

 
Table 7.4 The emotive impacts associated with archaeology  
ID. Quote: 
1 ‘I mean say at Binchester you can dig up something that’s not been handled for 

how many hundreds of years? And you’re the first person to touch it [...] I think 
people get a buzz out of that…’ FG44, Volunteer, Anon.  
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2 ‘I think [pause] it’s always exciting isn’t it? Even if there are thousands of them 
because it is your personal find. It is the start of a journey with a piece. It’s I guess, 
in your mind at least, you find this, and start to think you know 'who put it there, 
how long has it been there, what were they doing with it? Were they chucking it 
away, were they keeping it?' And while you’re mulling this over you find your next 
one!’ IN62, Volunteer, L.Clay. 

3 'I think one of the main things is community spirit. You know I’ve seen people on 
digs who you see all over the place and it’s the same faces, you can have a good 
catch-up. I think it’s just community, it’s a good community feel to these 
archaeological projects. And everybody is happy! Everybody is happy to come in 
the heat and in the rain and to me that’s a sign that people are enjoying themselves 
and loving what they are doing and then you get a nice feel because everyone’s 
happy.' IN52, Volunteer, M.Arthy. 

4 ‘Because I always say to people if archaeology, just like so many things in life, if it’s 
not fun, you’re not doing it right which I know is a very silly thing to say in one 
way or another. It is fun, it should be fun, it is innately interesting to try and find 
out about what’s going on in the past.’ IN100, Heritage Consultant, P 
Frodsham. 

5 ‘The work [commercial fieldwork] that you’re doing [pause] it’s a pleasure to tell 
you the truth rather than turning up to work and thinking ‘ah I’ve got to dig that 
hole, I’ve got to do this and I’ve got to do that...’ it’s ... I still go to bed at night 
thinking ‘I’m really looking forward to going back on site in the morning to see 
what that things is’ and things like that, so yes a massive change when it comes to 
archaeological impact on the ground and things like that and what you want to do 
and how interested you are in it. Rather than just another job where you’re like ‘ah 
here we go again.’  
IN20, Project Archaeologist, Anon. 

6 ‘…it was just nice to find something so that is what keeps you going I think you 
think ‘I might find something, this might be my time!’  
IN27, Volunteer, V. Glass.  

 

The process of forgetting, remembering and rediscovery of objects through 

archaeological practice was rarely discussed within participant narratives despite being a 

focus within academic literature (Section 2 for instance Schiffer 2010; Macdonald 2013; 

Jones 2007). The one exception was a reference made by a volunteer who discussed the 

'rediscovery' of Great War practice trenches at Otterburn, in Northumberland (IN73). 

This contrast highlights a disconnect between participant's perceptions of the process of 

discovering archaeological remains and the terms used in academic literature which 

describe the continual biography of artefacts (Section 6.3.1).   

 The emotional terms encountered during interviews and focus groups provided a 

tentative insight into the intangible impacts associated with engagement in archaeology 

suggesting that people experience positive benefits to their emotional wellbeing through 

involvement. This reiterates the sentiments expressed within pilot interviews and existing 

literature that link engagement in archaeology with happiness and perceptions of 
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'belonging' to a place or group (Section 5.3.1.3 see also Sayer 2015; Schaepe et al 2017; 

Smith 2017; Thomson and Chatterjee 2016 and Thomson et al 2011). These types of 

positive impact are intangible and problematic to generalise, identify and measure 

because of the diversity of people's experiences and views. As demonstrated by Faye 

Sayer (2015) who used the Positive Affect and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) 

clinical scale to capture quantitative data to ascertain whether involvement in 

archaeological fieldwork can make you happy. The PANAS scale demonstrated that 

involvement in archaeological fieldwork can potentially increase wellbeing and happiness, 

however, Faye Sayer concluded that external factors such as personal belief also have an 

impact upon people's sense of well-being and happiness (Sayer 2015, 258). The diversity 

of themes discussed by participants involved in this research supports Faye Sayer's 

findings as qualitative insights provide understandings into the diversity of interrelating 

factors that contribute to participant's experiences and sense of enjoyment (see Chapter 

8). Clinical scales have also been used to measure and demonstrate the impact of 

museum object-handling interventions conducted with older adults in different health 

care settings and hospital patients (Thomson and Chatterjee 2016 and Thomson et al 

2011). This research used two clinical scales to measure the impact of museum object-

handling interventions upon participants, these were PANAS which measures 

psychological wellbeing and the Visual Analogue Scale (VAS) which is used to measure 

wellness and happiness (Thomson and Chatterjee 2016, 351). The research demonstrated 

through these clinical scales that the interventions led to an increase in psychological 

wellbeing, wellness and happiness and a decrease in negative emotions, in addition to 

enhanced confidence, social interaction and learning (Thomson and Chatterjee 2016, 353 

and Thomson et al 2011, 13). While clinical scales can provide quantifiable data into the 

impacts associated with involvement in archaeological research, practice and object 

handling upon emotions and wellbeing, these insights are limited without the addition of 

qualitative descriptions participants can provide to explain their emotions. As outlined 

above, even with qualitative descriptions it remains difficult to discern whether it is the 

engagement with archaeological remains or the processes associated with initiatives that 

are the main drive behind these impacts. The research presented in this thesis focuses 

upon individuals who choose to be directly involved with archaeology; therefore, the 

dataset is predisposed to more positive emotions. This view is based on the assumption 

that if people did not enjoy participating in archaeology then there is no requirement that 

they continue to do so. Involvement and interest in archaeology is not going to appeal to 
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everybody and the extent to which someone feels fulfilled by their engagement in 

archaeological research will vary from person to person.  

7.2.5 Sense o f  Place   

Sense of place was an impact that participants either directly discussed or alluded to. 

Sense of place is defined here as a 'lived experience' in terms of the ways that people 

experience, understand and use places (Graham et al 2009, 14-16). Participants discussed 

how declarative knowledge could enhance how localities are perceived and experienced. 

For instance, an anonymous site foreman described how his experience working 

alongside career archaeologists during an evaluation had impacted the way he understood 

archaeological landscapes: '...I've drove past it [this field] literally loads of times, past 

these fields and never dreamed that there would be archaeology here,' and '...in layman’s 

terms I always thought that archaeology was in and around Hadrian’s Wall...' (Tab. 7.5, 

1). This participant proceeded to describe what impact this knowledge has had upon his 

behaviour stating: 'I now find it really hard to walk across the field without looking at the 

bottom [ground] to see if I can find anything! [laughs]’ (Ibid.). Reflections like this 

demonstrate the impact of archaeology in terms of how knowledge can influence 

people's understanding of place in addition to changing their own behaviours and 

relationship with localities. These themes also appeared in volunteer narratives where 

participants discussed how their experiences from involvement in archaeology influenced 

their understanding of place. For instance a volunteer commented: '...you now look at it 

[landscapes] to understand it and instead of saying ‘oh there is a bump’ you now want to 

know what that bump is. How it relates to everything...' (Tab. 7.5, 2). And another stated 

‘…it means that when you go out walking, which we do a lot, [...] you are that much 

more aware of what’s in the landscape and the history behind it...’ (Tab. 7.5, 3). A 

volunteer involved in the Peregrini Lindisfarne project also described how her 

experiences being involved in this initiative had caused an impact:  

 

‘…I’ve walked through [near the Lime Kiln works] several times but not 
really paid any attention to it, so I will, I will look with new eyes at all of 
these things and just with enhanced knowledge and I will take great 
pleasure at explaining to everyone at length whether they want to know or 
not all about it [laughs].’ IN29, Volunteer, Anon. 

 

As demonstrated in these quote, archaeological knowledge can have a direct impact upon 

how people view, understand and engage with landscapes. Archaeology does not only 
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add a new layer of information about a location but also facilitates knowledge transfer 

and skill acquirement that enables people to interpret topographical features or objects 

found in recently ploughed fields.  

 

Table 7.5 Quotes describing enhanced knowledge, interest, pride and sense of place.  

ID. Quote: 
1 'I have drove past it [the field] literally loads of times past these fields and never 

dreamed that there would be archaeology here... in regards to Iron Age, Bronze 
Age and Roman you know?,' and 'In layman's terms I always though that 
archaeology was in and around Hadrian's Wall, you know the Romans and all of 
that but I didn't realise, like I said that you can go back to the Bronze Age and 
what have ya and I find it very, very interesting. I now find it really hard to walk 
across the field without looking at the bottom [ground] to see if I can find 
anything [laughs].' IN10, Site Foreman, Anon.  

2 ‘Yes, yes, you now look at it to understand it and instead of saying ‘oh there is a 
bump’ you now want to know what that bump is. How it relates to everything else 
and whether it might be... and ‘oh look there is a series of blocked up gateways’ 
you do you look for clues in the landscape all of the time, and you do. I do a lot of 
walking.’ IN59, Volunteer, J. Hicks.  

3 ‘…it means that when you go out walking, which we do a lot of you are that much 
more aware of what’s in the landscape and the history behind it. So it’s not just ‘oh 
that’s an interesting bump’ it is ‘oh that is a bump related to such and such and so 
and so,’ you know?’ and '...if that [archaeological findings] gets taught in school it 
gives people much more pride you know? in where they come from and their 
environment and they don’t think that they are inferior because they come from 
the outer Isles and like ‘oh no we’re not as sophisticated as the sophisticated 
Glaswegian’s,' there was just as sophisticated people who came from that area.' 
IN78, Volunteer, Anon.  

3 ‘...you had days where it rained everything off so you all pile into a car and go 
down to the Roman Army Museum or go to Carlisle or something; and watch all 
of the Canadians and Americans look around and go ‘what the hell is this place?’ 
this is weird you’ve got a castle at the end of the street. ‘Yeah it’s Carlisle’ 
complete blasé about it. And you’re like I know, I’ve been there forgetting that 
having castles at the end of the street are not the commonplace occurrence in the 
rest of the world especially not in North America. So you suddenly have an 
attitude where you’re like ‘Ah yeah I guess it is impressive’ IN9, Museum 
Attendant, Anon.  

4 ‘… when you’re […] excavating a structure, it might be an Iron Age or Romano-
British hut circle in the North Pennines somewhere and you come down to a floor 
surface you know and you sit there and think you know someone lived their whole 
lives on that floor surface you know, somebody thousands of years ago, erm 
there’s a hearth used for cooking and it gives a very direct connection with people 
and I think that process because it’s very tactile and tangible and visceral really, [...] 
you can kind of start to see the landscape in different ways you know through 
different eyes you can begin to sort of imagine what it would have been like for 
them and how they were experiencing that landscape and what was similar to the 
way you are experiencing the landscape now and what was different.’ IN28, 
Volunteer, Anon  
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5 ‘To me, what’s it done? It’s given me a kind of three dimensional picture of the 
north-east, the Pennines, Weardale, Tyndale and goodness know that I have been 
coming here, I’ve been driving past, but only now at this late stage as it were that 
you begin to see it all, putting all the histories together you know, the prehistoric 
field systems, the Romans, the Vikings, the Medieval period, the industrial side of it 
you’re getting this picture being built up and that’s fab...’ IN45, Volunteer, 
A.Newham. 

6 ‘…the North can be so easily dismissed as not being on the same level as the south 
and the south having all of the developments and the centre of everything, but 
when you say how amazingly technologically advanced people were thousands and 
thousands of years ago farming in the middle of Northumberland hills it paints a 
different picture of the country doesn’t it? I think you can so easily forget about 
the wealth of history that is here, and the wealth of kind of home grown history 
rather than the Roman Empire, which is fascinating but it’s, it shouldn’t be either 
or really should it?’ FG49, Volunteer, R.Bourne. 

7 ‘I think that the Northumberland Park one was interesting because it happened in 
a town where very little is known about it[...], North Shields is one of those places 
that just gets ignored and sort of by-passed and things so there’s nothing in North 
Shields apart from that...’ IN60, Volunteer, S.Cunningham.  

8 'Just as an aside our youngest son he’s living at Ingleby Barwick [...] I can’t 
remember the name of the roundabout now and it’s been revamped up to dual 
carriage way to allow for the increase in traffic you know at rush hour and so on 
and there is a Roman Villa under that, and I’ve never seen anything about it, it’s 
just what we were told.’ FG44, Volunteer, Anon.  

 

Enhanced archaeological knowledge can also stimulate understanding and pride about 

localities. This was a theme discussed by a volunteer who connected the dissemination of 

archaeological findings in schools with children having a greater sense of pride about 

their locality and an enhanced perception of previous inhabitants (Tab. 7.5, 3). This view 

was reiterated by a volunteer who believed that the north of England could be 

overlooked by the status placed upon archaeology of the south and the dominance of the 

Roman Empire in historical narratives, however, their experiences conducting a 

topographic survey at Sewingshields informed their archaeological knowledge about the 

north (Tab.7.5, 6). They commented: 'I think you can so easily forget about the wealth of 

history that is here, and the wealth of kind of home grown history rather than the Roman 

Empire...' (Ibid.). This view was supported by a volunteer who discussed how the 

volunteer excavations at Northumberland Park in North Shield were beneficial because 

of the previous lack of available knowledge about this town and because he felt it was  

'one of those places that just gets ignored and sort of by-passed.' (IN60, Volunteer). 

These quotes suggest that archaeological knowledge has an impact upon the ways that 

people understand and perceive place. In particular, archaeological knowledge was 

perceived to enhance the wider reputation and pride associated with a particular locality.  
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 The benefits of archaeological knowledge in terms of enhancing reputation and 

people's sense of pride have been recognised within the recent Heritage Lottery Funded 

Ice and Fire: Eston Hills Rescue Archaeology Project. This project aimed to create a sense of 

pride and ownership to remedy long-term anti-social behavioural issues and prevent 

criminal damage to heritage and ecological assets in Teesside (Carter et al 2018, 28 and 

IN110). This was achieved through an archaeological exploration of Eston Hills with a 

community element that facilitated training in archaeological practice and methods; 

online engagement and outreach activities with schools (Ibid., 9–10). An aspect of this 

included teaching children about the consequences of fires and vandalism on public 

safety, farmers, landowners and the emergency services (Carter et al 2018, 26). 

Archaeological consultant, Spencer Carter described the project as: '...building a sense of 

value around heritage about the environment, building a sense of place a sense of 

ownership, pride, and trying to shift attitudes and behaviour,' and 'we are trying to [...] 

create a majority view where anti-social behaviour [...] is so unacceptable that we reduce 

it' (IN110, Freelance Field Archaeologist, S.Carter). The result of this initiative was 

demonstrated in the reduction in antisocial activities on the Eston Hills  (Carter et al 

2018, 29). While the long-term impact of this project cannot be forecast, the fact that 

sense of place and community has become a driver for funded archaeological research 

demonstrates the impact of this form of initiative is believed to have upon people's 

perception of place.  

 Feelings of 'rootedness' and belonging were also associated with the knowledge 

obtained from archaeological practice and research. For instance, Robin Skeates, at 

Durham University who moved to the north-east from the south of England 

commented: 

‘As a public archaeologist I would say that it [archaeology] gives us roots 
and I say that personally as someone who has children moving to the 
north-east here, and my routes are ultimately in the south of England but 
as an incomer you know I think it is important to have roots into where 
you live, a sort of sense of belonging, It just gives, it adds meaning I think 
to people’s lives and a sense of security and a sense of rootedness if you 
know the history of where you are living, it gives you a sense of belonging.' 
(IN95).  
 

Enhanced understanding of Durham's coal mining heritage obtained through 

engagement in research about the local area for a school project was credited by Robin 

Skeates for creating an intangible impact in terms of feelings of belonging:  
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'...it made me feel, that I do belong here. Okay I am an outsider, I don’t 
speak in the local accent at all or whatever but I now belong here from a 
deeper understanding of the past and where I live you know and I think 
archaeology can give that as well on a broader scale and give people a sense 
of pride as well.’  (IN95). 

 

Participants rarely discussed the value of the re-appearance of archaeological remains and 

the creation of tangible markers as a contribution to the sense of place. The exceptions 

include a volunteer who praised the excavations conducted at Flodden Hill for the 

revealing the potential gunning breaks (see IN78) and the importance of signage was 

discussed by career archaeologists and consultants (IN13). In addition, three participants 

provided details about the tangible remains at Old Lennel Kirk near Coldstream in 

Northumberland (IN65, IN73 and IN79; see also Fig. 7.2). As part of the Coldstream 

Community Trust, they assisted with the clearing of the site of rubble and overgrowth to 

enable subsequent consolidation with the aim of preserving the church and transforming 

it into a safer place that locals and visitors can enjoy (IN73 and IN79). Two volunteers 

who participated in this initiative also described their enjoyment of being involved and 

their sense of purpose, created in part through the shared aim of preserving the historic 

church (IN65 and IN73).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.2 Old Lennel Kirk near Coldstream in Northumberland after clearance of rubble 

and overgrowth and consolidation (Authors own). 

It is however, a rarity that tangible markers are left after the completion of an excavation 

because as demonstrated in Chapter 4 the majority of archaeological projects are related 

to developer-funded interventions conducted prior to construction phases (also see 

Section 8.2). Conversely, some research projects are able to undertake the consolidation 
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of archaeological remains for public view, however, on multi-period sites they are only 

able to present a single phase. This was demonstrated at Arbeia Roman fort after the 

completion of a research excavation in the south-eastern extent of the earlier stone fort 

phase (AD160). During the consolidation of the excavated trench the layout of the later 

barrack block (AD225) was presented rather than the later overlaying granaries or earlier 

fort wall (AD160, Fig. 7.3). Perhaps the decision to represent the barrack block was 

taken because it provides a direct contrast to the reconstructed barrack shown in Figures 

7.3 and 7.4. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.3 The excavated remains of an earlier 

phase of the outer fort wall located beneath the 

barrack block in the south-east corner of Arbeia 

Roman Fort, 2007 looking from the western 

extent of the trench (Authors own) 

 

Figure 7.4 The reconstructed layout 

of the barrack block foundations at 

the south-eastern corner of Arbeia 

Roman fort, 2017 looking from the 

eastern extent of the trench 

(Authors own) 

 

The re-appearance of tangible evidence through excavation can benefit places and 

increased the longevity of the discovery within contemporary consciousness; the lack of 

tangible remains after an excavation, however, does not necessarily impact the value of 

the knowledge obtained through research. This was exemplified by a volunteer who 

discussed the value of pre-development rescue initiative at Ingleby Barwick in Teesside, 

despite the lack of tangible marker after the event, the knowledge obtained from the 
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initiative instilled a new value to this place: 'I think it [archaeology] gives you more 

interest in the area, it’s nice to know that things have been recorded so when they are 

built over and annihilated there is a record [...] there is a Roman Villa under that [a 

roundabout], and I’ve never seen anything about it, it’s just what we were told’ (FG44, 

Volunteer, Anon.). While this quote is indicative of the sense of place that can be 

enhanced through archaeological research the sustainability of using oral history to 

convey knowledge is questionable. Despite the lack of tangible markers, archaeological 

and historic knowledge related to a ‘place’ can endure and be passed down to subsequent 

generations (Laidler 2011). As people are increasingly mobile, it is important that the 

cultural value of a place is relayed to new inhabitants of an area in order to promote 

community stewardship and advocacy for the conservation of historic assets while still 

allowing scope for the dynamic and pluralistic meanings and values associated with a 

place to change overtime (see Crang and Tolia-Kelly 2010 and Witcher et al 2010).  

 Knowledge about a place and its past can have economic and social benefits in 

terms of encouraging community stewardship and tourism (Chapter 8). Historical sites 

with less prominent tangible presence and different land management regimes can 

become overgrown and so appear to be unimportant. It is therefore important that more 

investment is made to identify places of intangible significance in order to create greater 

understanding about the value these locations have in enhancing local culture for 

instance, through the creation of information panels, signage and heritage walks that 

reflect local stakeholder needs (see IN95). As demonstrated in this thesis, archaeological 

knowledge can impact how people perceive, experience and engage with a place and can 

be an important factor for facilitating the sense of place, identity and belonging through 

enhanced understanding created from deeper engagements with landscapes. Increased 

knowledge about a location was frequently associated with how places are perceived, 

experienced and presented to people (see Historic England 2015).  

Section 7.3 Social Engagement 

7.3.1 Socia l  Networks,  Divers i ty  and Teamwork 

The social engagement facilitated through involvement in archaeology was coded 255 

times within the 112 transcripts (Tab. 5.19). Volunteers, career archaeologists and 

academics regarded a shared interest in archaeology as an important factor which created 

a positive impact in terms of facilitating social engagements with diverse groups of 

people from different genders, ages, nationalities, occupations, experiences and 
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backgrounds (Tab. 7.6). This view was particularly referenced within volunteer 

transcripts, for instance a volunteer reflected upon the opportunity to work alongside 

career archaeologists:  

 

‘...the fact that you are actually involved in an activity, it’s not like a social 
occasion but it is actually, you’re all involved in a joint activity together […] 
I would never have access to those [career archaeologists], I would never 
have come across them in my normal day-to-day routines...’ (Tab. 7.6, 1)  
 

Another volunteer shared this view stating: ‘I just think it [archaeology] has tremendous 

[pause] social value because you come and mix with people...' and '...it’s the fact that 

you’ve got a shared interest which is good and you’re picking up ideas from people...' 

(Tab. 7.6, 2). While another participant commented: '...I am single and as you get older it 

is hard to make [...] friends, meet people and go out, it [archaeology] is a great way of 

socialising, getting fresh air, exercise, meeting people with similar interests...' (Tab. 7.6, 3). 

These quotes demonstrate that an interest in archaeology acted as a unifying factor that 

attracted like-minded people to participate in initiatives where they form new social 

relationships with other participants. This theme was discussed by volunteer M. Green 

who described how a shared interest in archaeology had encouraged individuals from 

different north-eastern Dales to meet despite their geographical separateness and 

isolation perpetuated by transport limitations. They commented: ‘…it’s a nice thing to 

get people together and talk about their heritage as well because as an archaeological area 

[the North Pennines] it is a coherent area just socially people are split up between the 

Dales these days’ (Tab. 7.6, 4). In addition, the positive impact associated with the 

formation of new relationships through archaeology was a central factor that encouraged 

volunteers to actively participate in fieldwork, one participant states: '...I could do this 

[cleaning] at home, but actually I am outside, I am with other people and I can have a 

chat while I am doing it and it was just really personable sort of dusting a few stones...' 

(Tab. 7.6, 5). These quotes demonstrated the importance of social engagement for 

volunteers involved in this research. A shared interest in archaeology can be seen to be 

the lynchpin that encourages these exchanges to occur.  

 

Table 7.6 Quotes that reflect upon the social value of archaeology 

ID. Quote: 
1 ‘Well I actually enjoy, I must say, the company of the people, they are a very 

interesting and diverse group of people and the fact that you are actually involved 



	   228	  

in an activity, it’s not like a social occasion but it is actually, you’re all involved in a 
joint activity together […] I would never have access to those [career 
archaeologists], I would never have come across them in my normal day-to-day 
routines. I am not going to come across such expert archaeologists who are really 
keen to share their knowledge with you and freely [...] and in such beautiful 
surroundings, so that’s great fun.’ IN29, Volunteer, Anon.  

2 ‘I just think it [archaeology] has tremendous [pause] social value because you 
come and mix with people and it’s not the fact that you’re actually meeting new 
friends, it’s the fact that you’ve got a shared interest which is good and you’re 
picking up ideas from people and you’re learning from people…’ IN48, 
Volunteer, Anon.  

3 'It's been great for me, I am single and as you get older it is hard to make sort of 
friends meet people and go out, it is a great way of socialising, getting fresh air, 
exercise, meeting people with similar interests so it’s been very important to me, in 
building quite a social network and even though you don’t really see people 
beyond the digs and the events it is a network you can rely on seeing. So 
somewhere I will be seeing [volunteer name] and [volunteer name] and everybody 
is just up the road so it’s great having that sort of social resource and also if it’s a 
sunny day you want to be outside walking the fields not necessary on your own.' 
IN62, Volunteer, L.Clay. 

4 ‘…I think the social side is very good they do bring people together from a wide 
range of people. Archaeology is something that both genders do pretty equally, 
gives a chance to do something that is mixed gender and mixed age groups and 
mixed backgrounds of people which is nice. The other great thing about it is that 
it’s been a chance for people in different parts of the area to get together. 
Obviously living in the North Pennines is an area with major transport problems 
particularly in the winter getting between the Dales the roads tend to be blocked 
by snow, the distances tend to be quite big and the roads are slow so people tend 
to just do things inside their own Dale you know if you live in Teesdale you just 
do Teesdale things and if you live in Weardale you just do Weardale things and it’s 
a nice thing to get people together and talk about their heritage as well because as 
an archaeological area it is a coherent area just socially people are split up between 
the Dales these days’ IN47, Volunteer, M. Green. 

5 'So you know it was the chance to learn actual digging skills and the cleaning… you 
know I just looked at it as extreme house work. I could do this at home, but 
actually I am outside, I am with other people and I can have a chat while I am 
doing it and it was just really personable sort of dusting a few stones, yeah so the 
bending [kneeling] matt was hard but probably if I did it for longer I’d get use to 
it.' IN85, Volunteer, K.Millward. 

6 'Well I like coming here, having a chat with people and also, I particularly like 
being here because in term time you have students and it’s nice to have some 
contact with younger people because when you retire out of the work place and 
sometimes you just feel that you’re talking to these old codgers who are just your 
age so it’s quite nice talking to you because you're young; it makes you feel young.' 
IN67, Volunteer, L.Chadd.  

7 '...last year [...] they paired us off with the students [...] and that was good because 
you got to know them, you got to talk to them and we’re still friends with one of 
them, she’s a friend on Facebook even though she’s working down south now. 
We looked after her and fed her chocolate biscuits. So yeah some of them are 
really canny [nice] and have stayed in touch, it’s been nice to talk to them.' IN23, 
Volunteer, S.Adamson. 
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8 'My only regret is that we don’t see that many young people. I have worked with 
students, I worked with [name] from Manchester University on a dig on Ford 
Moss last season [...] the problem is with students they look at an old codger 
[older person] like me coming onto the site and they feel maybe that we don’t 
have a lot to offer because they don’t know my background, I mean I could be 
anybody and they tend to look to their supervisors. And I have got no really 
problem with that but they need to tap in and just find out that old codgers like 
me actually do, if they just talk to us, we do have something to offer, you know?' 
IN72, Volunteer, R.Jackson. 

 

Volunteers often discussed the benefits and challenges associated with working alongside 

younger people through collaborative initiatives linked with universities. For instance, a 

volunteer involved in post-excavation processes with Durham University's Binchester 

field school described their enjoyment of being able to work alongside students stating:  

'...it’s nice to have some contact with younger people because when you retire out of the 

work place and sometimes you just feel that you’re talking to these old codgers who are 

just your age ' (Tab. 7.6, 6). The success of mixed generational engagement within 

fieldwork was in part dependent upon the way that projects were organised (Tab. 7.6, 7 

and 8). At the Binchester field school for example, in a previous season students were 

paired to work alongside volunteers a process credited with enabling the formation of 

long-term relationships (Tab. 7.6, 7). In contrast, a participant who volunteered on 

Manchester University’s Ford Moss excavation highlighted the lack of on-site cohesion 

between students and volunteers commenting: 

 

'My only regret is that we don’t see that many young people [...] the 
problem is with students they look at an old codger like me coming onto 
the site and they feel maybe that we don’t have a lot to offer...' and '... I 
felt that they [the students] were quite cliquey while I’ve been with other 
groups and people come in and they’re just accepted and drawn in, you 
know?' (Tab. 7.6 8).  

 

These examples suggest different feelings about social cohesion during archaeological 

initiatives based upon the organisational strategies adopted on site. This demonstrates 

that while a shared interest in archaeology is an important driver for the formation of 

new social relationships, the process of pairing students with volunteers can have a great 

impact upon people's experiences, sense of inclusion and the creation of long-term 

friendships. Impact, therefore, is created by the processes adopted within project 

organisation strategies as well as the values that people place upon archaeological remains 

(see Chapter 8). In addition to onsite practices, the formation of unofficial volunteer 
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'digging circuit' in the region may have had an impact upon the creation of long-term 

friendships and sense of teamwork, community and camaraderie between people 

engaged in archaeology. One participant for example, discussed the benefits of this 

volunteer 'digging circuit' in terms of meeting the same people commenting: '…you meet 

loads of people and eventually you get to know the same, you know familiar faces...' they 

also reflected upon their experiences collaborating with career archaeologists: '...every 

professional archaeologist that I have met on all of the digs have always been really open 

and really helpful...' (Tab. 7.7, 1). Archaeological practice can therefore be seen to have 

had an impact in terms of facilitating social interactions between peoples.  

 

Table 7.7 Quotes that reflect upon the social engagement and collaboration 
ID. Quotes: 
1 'I am an experienced digger and you meet loads of people and eventually you get 

to know the same, you know familiar faces. The other thing that I’d like to say is 
that every professional archaeologist that I have met on all of the digs have always 
been really open and really helpful. You know at first you think ‘oh they’re not 
going to talk to me,’ you know? 'I’m ignorant,' but every archaeologist I have met 
has always been supporting and helpful and quite happy to talk to you and it gives 
you a good feeling [...] to give the time back.' IN30, Volunteer, Anon.  

2 '[What] I enjoy the most is jobs like this where I am working with volunteers or 
with students [...]. It’s absolutely great, working with volunteers because 
volunteers have so much enthusiasm because it is something that they’ve always 
wanted to do and have not been able to do for a lot of them or it is something 
that they’ve always wanted to try and they bring in a lot of enthusiasm. Working 
with the same people week in and week out when you’re doing the same job the 
enthusiasm isn’t there most of the time, it is there some of the time but not for 
most of it. Working here people pretty much always have enthusiasm and that 
rubs off onto myself and others so… you know it sort of keeps everything going 
really.' IN55, Senior Archaeologist, M. Clayton. 

3 ‘Well it’s good because people bring a lot of enthusiasm to it [fieldwork], which is 
nice after just dealing with people who have seen everything and done everything. 
So you meet interesting people and it’s just so refreshing that you meet people 
with the enthusiasm when they pick up things for the first time. So I think that is 
rewarding.’ IN36, Director of a Commercial Unit, J. McKelvey.  

4 'There’s also a huge sense of camaraderie which I am sure you’ve found on a dig 
with a tent, with tea and coffee and when it rains and everything. So it is really it’s 
produced a group cohesion which the group of people are then spreading out 
into the community. We’ve also found that for example the farmers on sites are 
extremely interested in what we’re doing and for one of them we’ve even timed 
one site so his ten year old son can join in on weekends because he’s son said ‘cor 
it’s really interesting this archaeology Dad,’' IN63, Volunteer, M.Keating. 

5 ‘I think that there is a bit of camaraderie [...] especially where you may find 
something, and that something may be a tiny bit of flint or a foundation of a 
building but you’re just helping, that’s what gets me. If you can help a team of 
volunteers give the professionals something to work with I think that’s quite 
fulfilling.’IN30, Volunteer, Anon.  
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6 'It [archaeological research] is for the glory of everybody, you know it’s not just 
about me it’s about being a part of a team and a team which helps to unravel the 
past.’ IN43, Volunteer, S.Matheison. 

7 'It’s for me it’s also quite a social thing. Everyone is here because they want to be, 
so there is no competition, there’s no ‘so and so is a better digger than me’ it’s 
just... we’re all doing the same thing and enjoying it and getting pleasure out of it. 
It’s nice.'  IN52, Volunteer, M.Arthy. 

8 ‘I like the teamwork aspect of it actually, I think I will miss it actually in 
September when we are just looking at excavation reports rather than doing it.’  
FG37, Student, Anon.  

9 '...I didn’t massively look forward to it [fieldwork] before because it is two weeks 
of digging and I didn’t really know the people that well before because you just 
sort of stay friends with people who are in your halls, so yeah massively enjoyed 
it. 'IN41, Student, Anon.  

 

The collaboration between academic, volunteer and commercial sectors within 

archaeological projects was also identified as an important facilitator of social and skills 

exchange (see also Section 7.4). Career archaeologist for example discussed the social 

benefits such as enthusiasm and fresh interest that they associated with working 

alongside students and volunteers. A project supervisor at Auckland Castle Gardens 

excavation for example commented: '...It’s absolutely great, working with volunteers 

because volunteers have so much enthusiasm because it is something that they’ve always 

wanted to do and have not been able to do for a lot of them...' and '...when you’re doing 

the same job the enthusiasm isn’t there most of the time...' (Tab. 7.7, 2). This view was 

shared by J.McKelvey the director of AD Archaeology, a commercial unit, who 

commented: 'Well it’s good because people bring a lot of enthusiasm to it, which is nice 

after just dealing with people who have seen everything and done everything' (Tab. 7.7, 

3). In addition to the personal benefits associated with collaboration, participants also 

associated co-operation between sub-sectors of archaeology as a benefit that enhanced 

the impact of archaeology, which is discussed further in Chapter 8. 

 Volunteers often highlighted the value of archaeology for facilitating teamwork, 

camaraderie and sense of group cohesion. Transcripts relayed a sense of the importance 

of contributing towards a shared aim working alongside others in the same conditions. 

For instance, a volunteer commented: '...there’s also a huge sense of camaraderie which I 

am sure you’ve found on a dig with a tent, with tea and coffee and when it rains and 

everything...' (Tab. 7.7, 4). Teamwork and contributing to initiatives were associated with 

personal feelings of enjoyment and fulfilment: ‘...you’re just helping [towards the 

project], that’s what gets me. If you can help a team of volunteers give the professionals 

something [archaeological finds/records] to work with I think that’s quite fulfilling...’ 
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(Tab. 7.7, 5 see also Section 7.2). This perception was shared by another volunteer who 

stated: ‘It [archaeological research] is for the glory of everybody, you know it’s not just 

about me it’s about being a part of a team and a team which helps to unravel the past’ 

(Tab. 7.7, 6). In addition, some participants noted the lack of competition they had 

experienced while volunteering on site stating: '...everyone is here because they want to 

be, so there is no competition, there’s no ‘so and so is a better digger than me’ it’s just... 

we’re all doing the same thing...' (Tab. 7.7, 7). These quotes demonstrate that some 

volunteers involved in this research credited teamwork; camaraderie and the emotions 

they associate with these processes as benefits linked with engagement in archaeology.  

 In contrast, there were fewer references to the value of teamwork and 

camaraderie mentioned by career archaeologists, academics and students. There was one 

exception to this, an anonymous undergraduate student reflected upon their preference 

for fieldwork over desk-based learning because of the teamwork involved, they stated: 

‘...I like the teamwork aspect of it actually, I think I will miss it actually in September 

when we are just looking at excavation reports rather than doing it’ (Tab. 7.7, 8). 

Fieldwork was also identified as a mechanism to make friends with fellow archaeology 

students (Tab. 8.3, 9). Perhaps the themes of camaraderie and teamwork are more 

pertinent for the volunteers within this sample group who mostly comprise of retired 

individuals. Retirement is commonly associated with the loss of social roles connected to 

an occupation (for example Toyoshima et al 2015).  

Section 7.4 Health and Wellbeing 

Participants credited engagement in archaeology through fieldwork, post-excavation or 

private study with creating positive benefits to both physical and mental health. David 

Mason, Principle Archaeologist at Durham County Council believed that archaeology: '... 

encourages people to have a new interest [and] quite often you are getting healthy 

outdoor exercise in a pleasant environment...' in addition to benefits from social 

interaction and intellectual stimulation (Tab. 7.8, 1). The benefit of archaeology health 

benefits was also reported by the former president of Swaledale and Arkengarthdale 

Archaeology Group (SWAAG) who described how he referred to this impact within 

grant applications stating: '...we are keeping a lot of senior citizens active, physically and 

mentally...' (Tab. 7.8, 2). The following section distils references to the mental and 

physical benefits and challenges associated with engagement in archaeology.  
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7.4.1 Physi ca l  wel lbe ing  

Volunteers in particular identified engagement in fieldwork as a process that enhances 

physical wellbeing because it entails activity outdoors and encourages individuals to be 

more active. For instance, a volunteer commented: '...well from an oldie like me there is 

the obvious benefit of being fitter than you would be if you didn’t do it...’ (Tab. 7.8, 3). 

References to physical wellbeing were often evidenced with anecdotal examples that 

demonstrated the positive physical impact upon their fitness that they had experienced 

since participating in archaeology, for instance one volunteer commented: '...Digging has 

made me a lot fitter, I walked all of the way up to Duddo stones without stopping and I 

didn’t get out of breath and I am much fitter now...' (Tab. 7.8, 4).  

 

 

Figure 7.5 The Duddo stones 

in Northumberland (Authors 

own). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Another participant stated:  

'...I am much stronger than I was I’ve got really strong arms from lifting 
the buckets. So yesterday when we went to Durham [Name] couldn’t lift 
her grandchildren up to hold the Sanctuary Knocker and I had to lift 
them up for her...' (Tab. 7.8, 5).  

 

Competing positive and negative views are exemplified in a comment made by a 

volunteer who commented: '...it’s physical but it’s not like you have to run a marathon or 

do an hour at the gym it’s a different kind of I guess strain on your body...' and '...but 

you’re out in the fresh air, I mean I work in an office so to be able to come out here and 

be out in the fresh air every day even in the rain…’ (Tab. 7.8, 6). The physical strains 

associated with participation in archaeological fieldwork were often described, one 

volunteer commented: '...after the first few days I was absolutely shattered [tired], really 
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tired, and you have to pace yourself a little bit because it is tiring, it is hard work and 

you’re leaning over and you’re kneeling...' (Tab. 7.8, 7) and another commented: '...as an 

older person it keeps me relatively fit because it can be hard work...' (Tab. 7.8, 8). 

Experiences of physical strain were cited as an influence in people's decisions to engage 

in certain activities on projects for instance one participant commented: '...I just found it 

[de-turfing] physically so hard and I just didn’t have the strength. Then after a couple of 

hours we started to use our trowel and I was so excited being able to use my trowel!’ 

(Tab. 7.8, 9) and ‘I just find [de-turfing] difficult and now I just find it impossible so now 

I think 'let just let the people who really can do it do it,' and I hate not joining in with 

everything’ (Tab. 7.8, 10). Age was also identified as a factor that could inhibit 

participation in fieldwork for instance one volunteer commented: '...as long as physically 

I could hold up I would love to have a go at more [fieldwork] here' a view shared by 

another volunteer who commented; '...as an older person it keeps me relatively fit 

because it can be hard work [...] I will continue to dig as long as I am fit enough to do 

so...' and '... it is quite hard work plodding over the hill to the site from where you leave 

the car,' (Tab. 7.8, 11, 12 see also 13 and 14). This demonstrated that physical tasks 

associated with archaeology could be a barrier to participations.  

 

Table 7.8 Quotes that reflect upon the physical wellbeing associated with archaeology 

ID. Quotes: 
1 'I think the thing about that [archaeology] is that it encourages people to have a 

new interest quite often you are getting healthy outdoor exercise in a pleasant 
environment and then you see people from lots of different backgrounds and ages 
so there is that sort of social interaction then there is the intellectual stimulation 
about finding out about the past so if you put all of those things together you can 
call it archaeo-aerobics.' IN108, D. Mason.  

2 'Well the benefits I mean, again one thing I always put in the grant applications is 
that we are keeping a lot of senior citizens active, physically and mentally, I mean 
that can’t be bad you know? and so often the grants have questioned what are you 
going to do with the younger people? [volunteers are] generally the over-sixty, 
over-sixty-fives, over-seventies... we [...say] otherwise they’d be in care homes.' 
IN67, Volunteer, L. Chadd. 

3 ‘Well from an oldie like me there is the obvious benefit of being fitter than you 
would be if you didn’t do it.’ IN53, Volunteer, S.Eastmead. 

4 'Digging has made me a lot fitter, I walked all of the way up to Duddo stones 
without stopping and I didn’t get out of breath and I am much fitter now.' IN73, 
Volunteer, B.McCabe. 

5 'Yeah there’s physical benefits, I am much stronger than I was I’ve got really 
strong arms from lifting the buckets. So yesterday when we went to Durham 
[Name] couldn’t lift her grandchildren up to hold the Sanctuary Knocker and I had 
to lift them up for her, she couldn’t get them off the ground' IN54, Volunteer, B. 
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Metcalfe. 
6 ‘… I think, it’s [archaeology is] interesting it’s physical but it’s not like you have to 

run a marathon or do an hour at the gym it’s a different kind of I guess strain on 
your body so your shoulders here and your wrists are sore and my poor knees, my 
knees will never be the same again! but you’re out in the fresh air, I mean I work in 
an office so to be able to come out here and be out in the fresh air every day even 
in the rain…’ IN43, Volunteer, S.Mathieson. 

7 'Well it depends on your point of view really doesn’t it? As long as you don’t mind 
getting a bit mucky and you don’t mind doing a fair bit of hard work. After the 
first few days I was absolutely shattered [tired], really tired, and you have to pace 
yourself a little bit because it is tiring, it is hard work and you’re leaning over and 
you’re kneeling and... it was quite interesting on about the third day when we were 
over at the lime kilns and somebody was saying ‘oh I’ll empty your bucket for you,’ 
and I was thinking ‘oh that’s very nice of them,’ but actually I thought I needed to 
stand up and move and be in a different position because if you stay in the same 
position for too long it’s not a very good idea!' IN31, Volunteer, Anon.  

8 'I have always found it to be quite exciting and also, as an older person it keeps me 
relatively fit because it can be hard work. Anybody coming into it needs to know 
it’s hard work' and 'I will continue to dig as long as I am fit enough to do so' 
IN72, Volunteer, R. Jackson. 

9 ‘…we had to start the day with de-turfing and I just found it physically so hard and 
I just didn’t have the strength. Then after a couple of hours we started to use our 
trowel and I was so excited being able to use my trowel!’  
IN27, Volunteer, V. Glass.  

10 ‘I think you have to accept a certain level where you have to let go and certain 
things now like de-turfing I just find difficult and now I just find it impossible so 
now I think let just let the people who really can do it do it, and I hate not joining 
in with everything.’ IN62, Volunteer, L.Clay. 

11 'I would like to yes as I say as long as physically I could hold up I would love to 
have a go at more here.' IN32, Volunteer, Anon.  

12 'Well, there is the sort of the physical things because it is quite hard work plodding 
over the hill to the site from where you leave the car.' IN61, Volunteer, Anon.  

13 ‘… some digs are easier than others, I mean if you get a dig right up on top of the 
hill or something there’s no facilities and I don’t think I’d go for that these days 
whereas I would when I was younger.’  IN67, Volunteer, L.Chadd. 

14 ‘…I was starting to find it more and more difficult [to excavate] so it became 
important to get fitter to actually do the excavations. So I have been going to the 
gym for two years to support archaeology! And because I knew, when I was going 
to Orkney and you’re digging sort of five days a week I was going to the gym 
more and loosing weight and reading up on the Neolithic, you know so it really is 
inspiring at sort of a health level as well as everything else.’ IN62, Volunteer, 
L.Clay. 

15 'Obviously for some people there are challenges in mobility issues as people get 
older, but then again there is always lots of things that can be done that you don’t 
need to be mobile like desk research and so on.' IN84, Volunteer, 
C.Butterworth. 

16 'You have to have certain amount of fitness as far as I can see most of the time, 
but they will find you, if there is someone who can’t kneel down they will give 
them another job it depends on who is in charge, in that respect.'IN61, Volunteer, 
Anon. 
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17 ‘And it [finds processing] was pretty painless as far as I can remember because I 
can’t do kneeling down anymore, you know? because my knees are a bit doddery 
[unsteady].’  
IN67, Volunteer, L.Chadd. 

18 '...one of the things we [the Trust] are increasingly concentrating on building on 
ways that people can remain engaged in the process of research on this site which 
does not involve the physical site of excavation so we don’t lose their knowledge, 
their enthusiasm and they can find an outlet, a productive creative outlet for that in 
a positive way...' IN92, Heritage and Archaeology Manager, A. Birley. 

19 'For the last couple of years I’ve been doing all the finds because I’ve got an 
artefacts MA and at the moment I can’t dig through an injury I got at work and 
I’m good at finds so.' IN20, Project Archaeologist, Anon. 

 

The location of archaeological sites and landscape character also present a barrier that 

inhibits participation because of the extra physical investment and mobility required to 

participate. For example, retired volunteers often mentioned projects, which take place in 

remote and hilly locations as being a barrier for participation because they struggled to 

climb up to sites that were no longer navigable by vehicle because of their physical 

health. In addition, some participants identified that the lack facilities made volunteering 

difficult, for instance a volunteer commented: ‘…some digs are easier than others, I 

mean if you get a dig right up on top of the hill or something there’s no facilities and I 

don’t think I’d go for that these days whereas I would when I was younger’ (Tab. 7.8, 

13). In contrast, one participant described how the difficulties that they experienced with 

their levels of fitness prompted them to enrol in a gym: 

‘…I was starting to find it more and more difficult [to excavate] so it 
became important to get fitter to actually do the excavations. So I have been 
going to the gym for two years to support archaeology!’ (Tab. 7.8, 14) 
 

The above quote demonstrates that involvement in archaeology can motivate an 

individual to make long-term lifestyle changes in terms of improving their physical health 

in order to enable further participation in initiatives. This suggests that involvement in 

archaeology can have a positive impact in physical wellbeing beyond involvement in a 

specific project; however, the physical tasks associated with archaeology may remain a 

barrier to participation in fieldwork for some individuals. This was highlighted by 

participants who discussed ways that these physical barriers can be overcome through 

the diversification of activities within initiatives (see also Section 7.2). For instance one 

volunteer discussed how organisers of fieldwork often find different tasks for individuals 

who are physically struggling: '... if there is someone who can’t kneel down they will give 
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them another job' (Tab. 7.8, 15). This view was reiterated by a committee member for 

SWAAG who stated:  

'Obviously for some people there are challenges in mobility issues as people 
get older, but then again there is [are] always lots of things that can be done 
that you don’t need to be mobile, like desk research and so on.' (Tab. 7.8, 
16).  

 

An example of this was discussed by another volunteer who described their involvement 

in post-excavation: 'And it [finds processing] was pretty painless as far as I can remember 

because I can’t do kneeling down anymore, you know? because my knees are a bit 

doddery.’ (Tab.7.8, 17). Andrew Birley from the Vindolanda Trust also highlighted the 

benefit of ensuring that people are able to participate in archaeology through various 

roles where new ways of contributing to archaeology had been envisioned in order to 

retain volunteers who struggled with the physical aspect of excavation. This was pursued 

in order to prevent the loss of their '...knowledge, [and] their enthusiasm...' through 

facilitating volunteer involvement in alternate tasks such as find processing (Tab. 7.8, 18). 

Involvement in different aspects of archaeology was not just referred to by volunteers, as 

a field archaeologist described how they were involved in finds processing due to an 

injury that prevent them from doing fieldwork '...at the moment I can’t dig through an 

injury I got at work...' (Tab. 7.8, 19). These examples suggest that a broad range of 

people can participate in archaeology because of the variety of activities that facilitate 

engagement for individual with different needs and expectations (see Section 8.2). 

Adjustments made within archaeology can facilitate greater inclusion by providing 

pathways to overcome physical and, or mental barriers (O'Mahony 2015). It is also 

important that there is inclusivity in archaeology at all stages, and not just within 

fieldwork (see Section 8.2).    

7.4.2 Mental  Wel lbe ing  

Volunteers who participated in this research occasionally mentioned the impact of 

archaeology upon their mental wellbeing a theme that was rarely identified by career 

archaeologists, students and academics. For instance, some volunteers believed that 

engagement in archaeology has a positive impact in terms of delaying mental health 

issues and disorders such as dementia because it provides mental and social stimuli. One 

volunteer commented: '...[archaeology]'s got to be good for you. Hopefully delaying 

dementia, delaying the onset of dementia keeping your brain active' (Tab. 7.9, 1) and 

another volunteer described involvement in archaeology as their '...anti-Alzheimer’s plan' 
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(Tab. 7.9, 2). Participants sometimes associated social engagement and mental challenges 

experienced within archaeological initiatives as having a preventative impact however, 

narratives that focused on these two themes were not always directly linked to wellbeing. 

Mental challenge that participants associated with archaeology were described within a 

number of volunteer narratives (Tab. 7.9, 3-5). For instance, one volunteer commented: 

'...[archaeology] keeps the mind active when you’re retired, it’s good mental stimulus it 

makes you question things...' (Tab. 7.9, 3), and another volunteer stated: '... The personal 

value is keeping my mind alert and active...' (Tab. 7.9, 4). This view was reiterated by a 

volunteer who commented: '...[archaeology] is mentally absorbing as well because you are 

always thinking about you know what it is you’ve found...' (Tab. 7.9, 5). The mental 

challenge provided through involvement in archaeology was seen as a positive benefit, 

and in some cases, part of an individuals motivation to participate in initiatives.  

 Volunteers also credited involvement in archaeology as providing an initiative 

that they could contribute as part of a team (See also Section 7.3.1). For instance one 

volunteer commented: ‘…I think that enthuses a lot of people the fact that they can feel 

that they can make a contribution to the understanding of the site you know? and that’s 

sort of that’s reward in itself for getting involved in archaeology...’ (Tab. 7.9, 6 see also 4-

8). This quote, suggest that volunteers feel like they are contributing to project's aims 

which can encourage feelings of fulfilment (See also Section 7.2).  

 

Table 7.9 Quotes that reflect upon the mental challenge provided by archaeology 
ID. Quotes: 
1 'It’s got to be good for you. Hopefully delaying dementia, delaying the onset of 

dementia keeping your brain active. Physically and mentally.' IN54, Volunteer, B. 
Metcalfe. 

2 'I just think it is tremendous [pause] social value because you come and mix with 
people and it’s not the fact that you’re actually meeting new friends, it’s the fact 
that you’ve got a shared interest which is good and you’re picking up ideas from 
people  and you’re learning from people which is just my anti-Alzheimer’s plan...' 
IN48, Volunteer, Anon.  

3 ‘I think it keeps the mind active when you’re retired, it’s good mental stimulus it 
makes you question things, it means that when you go out walking, which we do a 
lot of you are that much more aware of what’s in the landscape and the history 
behind it.’ IN78, Volunteer, P.Blenkinsop,  

4 ‘The personal value is keeping my mind alert and active I think and also making 
friends I know other people around the valley and just feeling like they are making 
a contribution…’ IN77, Volunteer, J.Cox.  

5 ‘…a lot of the archaeological work is in the excavation it can be very mechanical 
and very routine but it is mentally absorbing as well because you are always 
thinking about you know what it is you’ve found or are finding and you know 
when you uncover a structure or start to uncover something your mind is starting 
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to think, well what could this be? What might this be?' IN28, Volunteer, Anon.  
6 '…I think that [contributing to projects] enthuses a lot of people the fact that they 

can feel that they can make a contribution to the understanding of the site you 
know? and that’s sort of that’s reward in itself for getting involved in archaeology.’ 
IN28, Volunteer, Anon.  

7 'Yeah it’s nice, it does give you a little bit of self worth, a little bit of self purpose 
[…] I’ve worked on sites where we’ve only done test pits, and the volunteers get 
very protective of their own test pits and this is my test pit, and this is what I 
found in my test pit you know? And when that goes into an excavation report they 
can see that it’s there and it’s what they’ve done and what they’ve achieved.’ IN76, 
Lecturer, D.Errickson. 

8 'The impact on me personally [...] I think it would give me confidence again to get 
involved in things which I have no knowledge [of...], you know, a lot of people 
would see it [an engagement opportunity] and would be concerned, you know ‘I 
don’t know anything about this,’ [...]. Whereas what this [project] has done, they 
[the organisers/volunteers] have been so accommodating and so nice and you 
know quite a few of the volunteers are semi-expert, they’ve done this before and 
again they’ve been so friendly. So again I think it would give me confidence to go 
for other things which is great.' IN29,  Consultant/Volunteer, Anon. 

9 ‘I worked with Operation Nightingale and did work with injured service men at 
Marne Barracks and excavation touch the lives of thirty to forty people helping 
them to see that there are other opportunities they could have having to have left 
the services and that’s really touched on people’s lives giving them hope in many 
cases and that’s what’s important about archaeology how to enrich and embellish 
people’s lives rather than having to find spectacular things.’ IN103, Archaeology 
Officer, S.Sherlock. 

10 'It really is and whether you just stand and stare, you can just take so much from 
that. Whatever your beliefs it is quite a spiritual place and it is quite… it does 
recharge your batteries I think just being out here. And the fact that you’ve got an 
excuse to be here, which is really what we’ve got here. It is an excuse for being 
here. It is fantastic.' IN29, Consultant/Volunteer, Anon. 

 

Volunteers also identified that engagement in archaeology had a positive impact upon 

their confidence and self-worth. For instance, on participant commented '...it does give 

you a little bit of self-worth, a little bit of self purpose and the volunteers you know? […]' 

(Tab. 7.9, 7). Another participant discussed how involvement in archaeology would: '... 

give me confidence again to get involved in things which I have no knowledge...' because 

of the friendliness of people that they had encountered during their time volunteering in 

archaeology (Tab. 7.9, 8). Perhaps this feeling of confidence after participation is related 

to the anxiety that individuals reported to feel prior to volunteering. Anxiety and 

confidence may deter people from getting involved in initiatives and therefore 

disenfranchise individuals with an interest in participating in archaeology.  

 Recognition of the benefits to wellbeing associated with engagement highlights 

the role of archaeology projects as a tool to create these outcomes. This societal wellbeing 
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push has become the central drive for some archaeological projects in the UK such as 

Operation Nightingale, a programme that aims to help rehabilitate ex-servicemen through 

involvement in archaeology (Thomas 2014 29; Winterton 2014). After working with 

Operation Nightingale from Marne Barracks at Vindolanda Roman Fort, archaeological 

officer Andrew Birley commented: '...what’s important about archaeology is how to 

enrich and embellish people’s lives rather than having to find spectacular things’ (Tab. 

7.9, 9). This highlights that while archaeology may have a dominant impact of knowledge 

production as demonstrated by Chapter 6, the importance of social benefits in terms of 

wellbeing should also be emphasised despite the difficulties of obtaining quantifiable 

evidence of these outcomes. The ephemeral nature of the wellbeing associated with 

involvement in archaeology were demonstrated by a consultant who believed engagement 

has a spiritual benefit for 'recharging batteries' stating: '...Whatever your beliefs it is quite a 

spiritual place and it is quite… it does recharge your batteries I think just being out here...' 

(Tab. 7.9, 10). Despite the difficulties in evidencing these claims publications have 

increasingly focused upon the therapeutic role of archaeology and heritage and associated 

health and wellbeing impacts such relationship formation, enhanced mood, community 

cohesion and identity creation (Paddon et al 2014; Sayer 2015; Simpson 2009; Thomson 

and Chatterjee 2016; Thomson et al 2011 and Schaepe et al 2017). Comparable studies that 

focus upon engagement in alternative disciplines such as ecology and independent nature 

walks identified similar mental wellbeing benefits (for example Howell et al 2011; Kamitsis 

and Francis 2013; and Thomas 2014, 29). In particular, there have been a series of studies 

that have focused upon the benefits of nature-based recreational therapy for combat 

veterans (Caddick et al 2015, Hawkins et al 2016 and Poulsen 2015).  

 Brent Hawkins et al (2016) explored the role of nature-based recreational therapies 

upon veterans returning from service with physical and psychological injuries. Their 

research identified that nature-based interventions are beneficial to veterans as they can 

provide an environment where participants can use the strengths and skills obtained 

during service in challenging activities (Hawkins et al 2016, 60-62 see also Poulsen 2015). 

Nature-based activities can enable veterans to experience a sense of respite from thinking 

about traumatic experiences due to the sensory stimulation associated with activities 

(Ibid.). For example, veterans with posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) who engaged in 

regular surfing sessions, a recreational nature-based pursuit, experienced positive impacts 

upon their wellbeing and wellness (Caddick et al 2014). Surfing enabled participants to 

experience a respite from the disorder as it provided an activity that helped participants 
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focus on experiencing the present rather than traumatic memories from their past 

(Caddick et al 2014, 81). A common theme within research into wellbeing and nature-

based therapies is the value of pursuing physical activity in a natural environment 

alongside other people. Nick Caddick et al (2014, 82) argues that initiatives that engage 

veterans in nature-based environments and physical activities are beneficial for wellbeing 

because they mirror activities associated with military careers and facilitate social 

interaction through a shared activity. Dorthe Varning Poulsen (2015, 54-55) discussed 

how some soldiers acknowledged that they felt that they had lost part of their identity 

when they could no longer identify themselves as a soldier. The combination of nature-

based physical activities in addition to social interaction during the process of engaging in 

a joint task can create a sense of camaraderie and can help replicate familiar and positive 

aspects of past military careers (Caddick and Smith 2014, 15). Therefore, the impacts 

described in this section, or indeed chapter, are not exclusively reliant upon the existence 

of an archaeological element within an initiative, rather they are created through the 

processes and engagement strategies adopted during projects (Chapter 8).   

7.5 Summary 

Archaeology can be seen to have a positive impact upon people's feelings of 

connectedness with the past; enriched views of identity and diversity; stimulation for the 

imagination; enhanced emotions; sense of place and feelings of belonging; social 

relationships and the value of teamwork and camaraderie; and health and wellbeing. 

Participants highlighted the value of having the opportunity to engage in social 

interactions with a diverse range of people from different localities, genders, ages, 

education and backgrounds. Involvement in archaeology was attributed with increasing 

people's personal networks, knowledge and sense of purpose. Despite the inclusiveness 

of archaeology there remains challenges, as outlined in Chapter 6 archaeological research 

and practice has an intrinsic value associated with knowledge production, use and 

dissemination, this chapter however, demonstrates a range of benefits created by direct 

contact with tangible objects and the intangible impacts of knowledge produced. This 

chapter also demonstrates the difficulties of measuring impact based upon a qualitative 

dataset because of the diversity of perceptions and experiences. The anecdotal narratives 

used in this chapter evidence people's personal experiences, however, these cannot be 

generalised. The tangible and intangible impacts discussed in this chapter are associated 

with physical archaeological remains in addition to the processes that people associate to 
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the discipline through engagement strategies and research procedures. The processes 

involved in archaeology therefore can be seen to be the causal-mechanisms of some 

impacts these are explored further in Chapter 8.  
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Chapter 8 

People and the Past: 

Understanding the Causal Mechanisms of Impact in North-East 
England 

8.1 Introduction 

Participants involved in this research regularly discussed causal mechanisms associated 

with the impact of archaeological research and practice. Causal mechanisms are defined 

here as the direct and indirect processes that enable the production of positive and 

negative impacts. These include pathways that enable engagement with archaeological 

research and processes. As demonstrated in Table 5.19, processes associated with the 

creation of impact were coded 2382 times within the 112 transcripts. These included 

references to collaborations between archaeological sub-sectors (coded 726 times), 

engagement strategies (coded 647 times), economic factors that facilitate initiatives 

(coded 564 times) and skills and training (coded 445 times) (Tab. 5.19). As Chapters 6 

and 7 highlight the impacts that participants associated with archaeology are intrinsically 

linked to the causal mechanisms that facilitate and characterise initiatives. This chapter 

explores these causal mechanisms to create a greater understanding of the factors that 

facilitate the creation of impact. 

Section 8.2 Engagement and Archaeology 

8.2.1 Inc lus ion in Archaeology 

Enabling engagement in archaeology was perceived by participants to have a social 

impact because it prevented the marginalisation of people from heritage by academic and 

commercial organisations. Sam Turner the Head of the School of Historical Studies at 

Newcastle University commented: '...[Heritage and history are] not owned or the 

property of any one group or set of individuals, they are a kind of a common property...' 

(Tab. 8.1, 1). A comparable view was expressed by a Research Associate from Durham 

University: 'I think we have the opportunity to see the past as a shared heritage where the 

world is what it is today because of all of this stuff that happened in the past...' (Tab. 8.1, 

2). These quotes are indicative of the processual shift towards an acknowledgement of 

shared ownership of the past and a morality geared for social justice through enabling 

broader inclusion within archaeology (Section 2.3.1). This is a direct contrast to the 
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academic and antiquarian monopoly on archaeology predominantly experienced up until 

the 1970s (see Section 2.1 and Andrews and Thomas 1995, 190). Social impacts 

associated with the creation of pathways that enable a broader populace to directly 

benefit from archaeological research and practice were perceived to be a central legacy of 

some projects. For instance, a participant described the legacy of their project as: '...not 

what we find; it is the people who are a part of it' and stated that: '...if they [people] can’t 

get down directly onto site to dig with us as community volunteer or students, then I 

want [...] them to see that [archaeology] [...] through a film or through television...' (Tab. 

8.1, 3). This suggests that the central impact of archaeology is the process of 

contributing, learning and enjoying archaeology rather than the knowledge itself. This 

view contrasts with the intrinsic value that many participants placed upon knowledge 

production (Chapter 6).  

 

Table 8.1 Engagement in archaeology 

ID. Quote: 
1 'I think that [...] heritage in the broader sense and landscape [research...] are not 

owned or are the property of any one group or set of individuals, they are kind of a 
common property and they are contested and argued over and not understood in 
the same way but they are certainly not the property of one or more groups of 
academics to monopolise and control access so I think that it is very important 
that academics engage with and contribute to broader debates about society, about 
wellbeing and social justice and other important issues and things that heritage has 
a bearing on for society more broadly...' IN93, Head of Historical Studies, S. 
Turner. 

2 'I think we have the opportunity to see the past as a shared heritage where the 
world is what it is today because of all of this stuff that happened in the past and 
it’s a nice sort of narrative but I guess I am in sort of an idealist...' IN102, 
Research Associate, K. Bardreshany. 

3 'I think that is the legacy of the project it is not what we find, it is the people who 
are a part of it and I want that to be everyone basically, if they can’t get down 
directly onto site to dig with us as a community volunteer or student, then [...] I 
want them to see that through something through a film or through television or 
things like that.' PIN2, Site Supervisor, Anon.  

4 '...community archaeology is a really good example because it shows that people 
can get into archaeology without having an academic background of a view 
archaeology is something which they can contribute to in the mist of their daily life 
it is not something which is far distant but it is something that they can do and it 
also [...] helps to discover some historic identity especially across archaeology in 
areas where interest in local past is interest is very much still alive...' IN15, 
Postgraduate Student, Anon. 

5 ‘…I was sat down in a piece of ground like this with three or four people and 
somebody just told us to trowel and I couldn’t believe it. We can trowel on a 
Roman site? And they were ‘yeah, yeah just help yourself,’ and that was it. Very 
little training but we were training on the job.’ IN57, Volunteer, Anon. 
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6 'I couldn’t tell you how many times people have said to me ‘Cor we just had no 
idea that all of this stuff was just sitting on our doorstep and we had no idea that 
we could do archaeology without having to go through university for three years or 
that there was any chance at all that we can do this stuff,’ and it’s just fantastic and 
genuinely life enhancing...' IN100, Heritage Consultant, P.Frodsham. 

 

Participants regularly commented on the social value of archaeology in terms of allowing 

people without an archaeological degree to contribute to research. For instance, a 

postgraduate student commented: '...community archaeology is a really good example 

because it shows that people can get into archaeology without having an academic 

background...' and '...[archaeology] is something which they can contribute to in the mist 

of their daily life...' (Tab. 8.1, 4). Despite the apparent inclusivity of involvement in 

archaeology, participants regularly described preconceptions about 'who' is able to 

participate in archaeological research. A number of volunteers discussed their surprise at 

being able to participate in archaeology for instance, one commented: '...I couldn’t 

believe it. We can trowel on a Roman site?' (Tab. 8.1, 5). A heritage consultant also 

noted: '...[they] had no idea that we could do archaeology without having to go through 

university for three years or that there was any chance at all that we can do this stuff’ 

(Tab. 8.1, 6). With the decades of public excavations across the north-east it would be 

easy to assume that archaeological engagement would be seen to be an inclusive process 

however, as demonstrated in the quotes above, preconceptions about needing 

qualifications to participate in archaeology is still perceived to be a barrier to 

participation. This is supported within academic literature, which highlights the problems 

of peoples, particularly indigenous or 'local' communities, becoming disenfranchised 

from heritage because of the different perceptions, rhetoric and agendas held by career 

archaeologists (see Section 2.2). This creates a challenge for initiatives that aim to 

broaden participation. A number of narratives suggest that there has been a shift in 

people's perceptions about the process of engagement as volunteers participate in 

academic and commercial initiatives and lead independent research (Section 8.5).  

8.2.2 Processes  that Broaden Part i c ipat ion in Archaeology 

To gain an insight into the causal mechanisms that influence people's decisions to engage 

in archaeology, participants were asked to describe how they initially became engaged in 

archaeology. Out of the 112 interviews and focus group transcripts, 94.6% (106 out of 

112) provided personal accounts about what sparked their interest. Participants often 

referred to multiple factors within their narratives, however, over 60% (68 out of 112) of 
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transcripts referred to participants having an existing interest in history, archaeology, and 

other related topics as an influence on decisions to get involved. A total of 94% (64 of 

the 68 transcripts) referred to the participant having an interest in history, archaeology 

and heritage (Fig. 8.1). For example, one participant commented: 'At school I was really 

interested in history, I really enjoyed the process of thinking and trying to work out what 

was going on....' (Tab. 8.2, 1 see also 2 and 3). The remaining 6% (4 out of 68) of 

references to pre-existing interests described interests in geology, churches, old buildings 

and local heritage. One volunteer described how they got involved in archaeology 

through their participation in the Flodden 500 Anniversary walk: ‘I’m interested in 

various historical things, I think the first thing I took notice of in the area was the 

Flodden 500 anniversary...' (Tab. 8.2, 4). While another volunteer identified their interest 

in church architecture as the impetus (Tab. 8.2, 5). Pre-existing interest in history related 

topics are therefore causal mechanisms for engagement.  

 

Figure 8.1 Engagement pathways  

 
The second most significant pathway to engagement was the availability of suitable 

opportunities that enable participation in archaeology (Fig. 8.1). About 40% (45 out of 

112) references within transcripts described volunteer initiatives, archaeological societies 

and educational openings as facilitating engagement. Anonymous volunteers for 

example, described how they became involved in archaeology after reading an advert in a 

local newspaper about participation opportunities (Tab. 8.2, 6 and 7). One commented: 

'...I found out about it in a local newsletter and I believe it was an article by 
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[Archaeologist] and I was like ‘Oh, can I really do archaeology?...' and another stated: 'I 

first got involved when I saw a small advert in a newspaper about this project at 

Lindisfarne and it is something that I’ve always wanted to do' (Ibid.). Academic and 

career archaeologists highlighted the value of volunteer opportunities: 'I got involved 

first at school because the school was asked by Newcastle University if anyone would be 

interested in volunteering for an archaeological project' and '...It would have been 

volunteering on a community archaeology project of sorts...' (Tab. 8.2, 8 and 9). These 

quotes demonstrate the importance of ensuring wide participation within archaeology 

through creating pathways to engagement.  

 

Table 8.2 Participant's motivations for participating in archaeology 

ID. Quote: 
1 'At school I was really interested in history; I really enjoyed the process of 

thinking and trying to work out what was going on. Not so much in early school 
but by the time I got to year ten and eleven that process of doing historiography I 
suppose and looking at different sources and thinking well just because they are 
saying it, it doesn’t mean that it is true and that process of kind of working out 
and thinking and that kind of detective work that you have to do with history and 
you do it with archaeology as well...' IN16, Project Officer, J. Castling. 

2 'I’ve always been interested in history and archaeology, I first did, I first went on a 
dig in the seventies when I was a student, just a summer rescue dig in Milton 
Keynes and then I haven’t done any for thirty odd years and then the local 
archaeological society was started and so I joined that.' IN59, Volunteer, J. 
Hicks. 

3 'I had been interested in history ever since I had been at school at undergraduate 
University and tried to do when I qualified in Veterinary Science and I wanted to 
do the History of Veterinary science but he said ‘oh there’s no money in that, cant 
you find a paid job and do your history on the side?’ IN77, Volunteer, J. Cox. 

4 ‘I’m interested in various historical things, I think the first thing I took notice of 
in the area was the Flodden 500 anniversary and I’d been over to Flodden once or 
twice before and we got to hear of the celebrations and the walk that was being 
advertised.’ IN31, Volunteer, Anon. 

5 Interviewer: 'Can you please tell me how you first got involved in archaeology?' 
Interviewee: 'Via my interest in church architecture … I originally joined the CBA 
churches section who eventually broke away to form the society of church 
archaeology. What I found was, while they produce really interesting journals and 
have field trips and an annual conference, there was no actual excavation directly 
from the society. So I began to look elsewhere.' IN52, Volunteer, M.Arthy. 

6 'My first involvement was in Binchester [...] and I found out about it in a local 
newsletter and I believe it was an article by [Archaeologist] and I was like ‘Oh, can 
I really do archaeology? And can I really do it at Binchester?’ because Binchester is 
my home site, I can actually see it from my bedroom window and I thought ‘can I 
really?’ and I was brought up in Escomb, and Escomb church was partly built 
from Binchester stones.' IN57, Volunteer, Anon. 

7 'I first got involved when I saw a small advert in a newspaper about this project at 
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Lindisfarne and it is something that I’ve always wanted to do, an archaeological 
dig. Previously, I have seen them dig up on Orkney when I have been up on 
holiday there and I saw this [excavation] and I thought that I would get in touch 
and see whether I could possible be one of the volunteers. IN29, Volunteer, 
Anon. 

8 'I got involved first at school because the school was asked by Newcastle 
University if anyone would be interested in volunteering for an archaeological 
project which was Bear Park in fact...' IN87, Lecturer. 

9 Interviewer:  'How did you first get involved in archaeology?' 
Interviewee: 'It would have been volunteering on a community archaeology project 
of sorts. Thought it wouldn’t have been called that back then, it would have been 
called something else.' IN86, Director, P.Cairn. 

 

In contrast, participants identified factors that limit participation in archaeological 

research and practice, for example, personal circumstances were described as a barrier to 

participation by one volunteer who commented: ‘…it’s lovely when you have the time 

for that [contributing to research] because you have so little time for things like that but 

then a time comes and you say good bye work, hello life!’ (IN27, V.Glass). While another 

volunteer commented: ‘I think that I am in a very privileged position because I took early 

retirement and I am reasonably fit so I can do it. If I was still working, when I was 

working full time I just couldn’t do it...' (Tab. 8.3, 1 see also 2). The trend of retirees 

volunteering in archaeological initiatives was recognised by Alan Rushworth, co-director 

of the Archaeological Practice who commented: '...it tends to be something that people 

do later in life when they have got more time retirement or approaching retirement or 

you know children have gone off so they are looking around for things to occupy 

themselves' (Tab. 8.3, 3). This observation was also described by a volunteer who stated: 

'...it seems that archaeology tends to be a pastime that comes to people with age although 

there are some young people who are interested in it...' this participant proceeded to 

discuss the time people allocated to personal commitments: '...if you’ve got a young 

family and a job [it is difficult] to be able to invest that degree of time into it 

[archaeology]' (Tab. 8.3, 4). It is evident that individuals who are retired appear to have 

greater available time which enhances their opportunities get involved in archaeology and 

pursue other hobbies. In terms of impact, despite the availability of opportunities to 

engage, people at different life stages may have commitments that inhibit active 

involvement.  

 Participants often reflected on wanting to be involved in archaeology and a lack 

of opportunity to do so in the past. For instance, one volunteer described a discussion 
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they had engaged in during lunch where they asked their colleagues: '‘Right, hands up, 

how many of you would have preferred to have been an archaeologist 

 if you had your time over’ and every hand went up, every hand...' (Tab. 8.3, 5). A couple 

of volunteers described their personal experiences of being persuaded not to pursue 

careers in archaeology by careers teachers, one commented: 'I did originally want to be 

an archaeologist but they wouldn’t let me because it wasn’t a woman’s job' and another 

participant stated: 'I wanted to be an archaeologist and I was talked out of it by I am sure 

a well meaning careers teacher who said ‘well that is very good but there aren’t many jobs 

in archaeology and it’s not very well paid and you can probably do better’ (Tab. 8.3, 6 

and 7).  These quotes highlight the importance of causal mechanisms for creating broad 

pathways that enable people with different personal circumstances to participate in 

archaeological research and practice.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8.2 A volunteer involved in excavations at Binchester Roman Fort (Authors own) 

 

In contrast, students reported the financial expense as a barrier to participation in 

archaeological fieldwork (Tab. 8.3, 8 and 9). For instance, an undergraduate commented:   

'I only went [excavating] for a week because that was all I could afford [pause] through 

the money I scraped together...' (Tab. 8.3, 8). Another undergraduate described how they 

used a grant from the university to fund their compulsory period of fieldwork however, 

found it difficult to fund additional placements. They commented: '... so you get the 

£300 and anything else you are expected to pay for yourself and you know for people 

like me I wouldn’t be able to do multiple ones because I don’t have you know £400 to 

volunteer...' (Tab. 8.3, 9). These quotes demonstrate that participation within archaeology 
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is restricted because of personal circumstance and the financial and time challenges that 

they present. In addition, narratives suggest that cultural beliefs about the prospects of 

archaeology as a viable occupation discouraged people from establishing careers in the 

discipline, retirement, however, can facilitate engagement as a post-retirement pursuit. 

 

Table 8.3 Participant’s experiences of engaging in archaeology  

ID. Quote: 
1 ‘I think that I am in a very privileged position because I took early retirement and I 

am reasonably fit so I can do it [archaeology]. If I was still working, when I was 
working full time I just couldn’t do it and some of my friends are still working and 
they just can’t do it although one or two have said ‘I would love to do what you’re 
doing but I have a full time job’ IN30, Volunteer, Anon. 

2 'I had just retired from work and had plenty of time on my hands and went a long 
and joined that dig and then found out that they did let people go on it who didn’t 
know anything about it and made some new friends there [...] and that’s where it 
all started and then I found out about other things that were going on and then 
been doing it ever since.' FG54, Volunteer, T.Metcalfe. 

3 'You will never reach everyone of those who have an interest in history and have 
the time to [participate], it tends to be [that] people with families just don’t have 
time you know? On the weekends they are shopping you know? So it tends to be 
something that people do later in life when they have got more time retirement or 
approaching retirement or you know children have gone off so they are looking 
around for things to occupy themselves and if they have an interest in history 
anyway so that’s it effectively the audience you are working with through sheer 
practicality. People in other stages of life just have too much going on you know 
young people their focus lies elsewhere shall we say.' IN79, Director of a 
Commercial Unit, A.Rushworth. 

4 '...it seems that archaeology tends to be a past time that comes to people with age 
although there are some young people who are interested in it and do archaeology 
degrees, the majority of people active in archaeological organisations are older. On 
the other hand that might just be a question of availability and time [...] 
archaeology does take time to become properly involved with a dig. You can’t just 
turn up for an hour or two you have to be there for days really to get a feeling for 
the site and pleasure out of it. And that is something if you’ve got a young family 
and a job to be able to invest that degree of time into it.' IN47, Volunteer, M. 
Green. 

5 'I do remember recently sat having our lunch [with] mainly volunteers and I posed 
the question I said ‘Right, hands up, how many of you would have preferred to 
have been an archaeologists if you had your time over?’ and every hand went up, 
every hand. Well it just shows you that it is never too late...' IN45, Volunteer, 
A.Newham. 

6 Interviewee: 'Well I had always been interested in history at school and knew about 
archaeology, I did originally want to be an archaeologist but they wouldn’t let me 
because it wasn’t a woman’s job.'  
Interviewer: 'Really?'  
Interviewee: 'Well this was in the early sixties; it was in the sixties you know' 
IN22, Volunteer, S. Wilson. 

7 '...when I was a teenager I wanted to be an archaeologist and I was talked out of it 
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by I am sure a well meaning careers teacher who said ‘well that is very good but 
there aren’t many jobs in archaeology and it’s not very well paid and you can 
probably do better,’ and think I kind of went with that but I always kind of 
retained a little bit of a hankering.' IN28, Volunteer, Anon. 

8 'I only went [excavating] for a week because that was all I could afford [Pause] 
through the money I scrapped together and yeah I really enjoyed it and thought 
ah this is a good cop? I’ll give it a go...' PIN4, Undergraduate Student, Anon.  

9 'I think finances can really come into digs because like I say we get the £300 grant 
for our dig because they only expect us to go on one dig so you get the £300 and 
anything else you are expected to pay for yourself and you know for people like 
me I wouldn’t be able to do multiple ones because I don’t have you know £400 to 
volunteer.' IN40, Undergraduate Student, Anon.  

 

Ad-hoc communication between academics, volunteers, career archaeologists were also 

regularly described as a causal mechanism of impact within transcripts. Participants 

provided anecdotal stories about people expressing an interest in archaeology as they 

walked past sites. For instance, a field archaeologist described the enthusiasm they had 

encountered while engaged in commercial fieldwork stating: '...as soon as you start 

digging in an area the community really tries to get involved even if they’ve just an 

interest and are popping their heads over the fence and asking what’s going on...' (Tab. 

8.4, 1). A trench supervisor at Bamburgh Castle described a similar experience 

commenting: '...the public who come around the outside of the trenches are always like 

‘have you found any gold yet? What have you found? What is this? What is that stone 

over there?’ (Tab. 8.4, 2). Ad-hoc encounters 'over the fence', a tradition in archaeology 

that remains common in urban excavations as demonstrated in the 2017 re-excavation of 

a section of Hadrian's Wall, located in front of the Mining institute on West Gate road in 

Newcastle Upon Tyne (Figs. 8.3 and 8.4). As part of this development-led initiative, the 

commercial unit produced signage that explained the scheme of works (Fig. 8.3 and 8.4).  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	   252	  

 

Figure 8.3 An exposed 

section of Hadrian's 

Wall located adjacent to 

a popular route way 

provided ad-hoc 

engagement 

opportunities for people 

passing by (Authors 

own).  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8.4 Signage 

about the 

scheme of works 

outside of the 

Mining institute 

informed passers 

by about the 

excavations 

(Authors own).  

 

 

Table 8.4 Ad-hoc engagement in archaeology 

ID. Quote: 
1 '...and one thing that I have found that as soon as you start digging in an area the 

community really tries to get involved even if they’ve just an interest and are 
popping their heads over the fence and asking what’s going on and things like that. 
They’re always asking about volunteers and if they can volunteer and things like 
that so ... I love to give them email addresses and things where they can get 
involved and having a look and taking people around the site to see what’s going 
on especially strangers from around the local area...' IN70, Field Archaeologist, 
M.Coates.  

2 '...the public who come around the outside of the trenches are always like ‘have 
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you found any gold yet? what have you found? What is this? What is that stone 
over there?’ its just contributes to them a lot as well just seeing us excavating and 
seeing us doing research and I think it is contributing a lots.' PIN8, Trench 
Supervisor, A.Hartag. 

3 '...I think community projects if they are well managed will open a window in 
archaeology randomly on various people when they probably didn’t realise that 
they had an interest, I’ve seen this happen people come to various things for the 
day or will be just walking around past a local lane, not realising what is going on, 
pass and shout over the fence what are you doing? And peer to have a look and 
then we’ve had people come back and actually join us that way, so that has an 
impact...' IN53, Volunteer, S.Eastmead. 

4 '...we had a great deal of interest because it was just at the side of the road, you 
know, by tourists when we were digging and there was one little girl came with her 
parents and I said ‘well this is trench one, and this is trench two and this is trench 
three,’ and she said ‘Oh it’s just like Time Team!’ she said, and she was so excited 
that she made her parents come back at the end of the holiday to see what else 
we’d found so I suggested to them they lived in Leeds that they find if there was a 
YAC group for her...' IN84, C. Butterworth, Chair of Coquetdale 
Archaeology. 

5 '...I was out for a walk and met some people who were involved in a dig at 
Dukesfield and just got talking to them and I was offered the chance to volunteer 
and that was it, it was really interesting. It was at the Dukesfield dig that I learned 
about lead smelting...' IN60, Volunteer, Anon.  

 

These ad-hoc encounters during fieldwork were believed by some participants to create 

impact by sparking interest that encourages people to volunteer in archaeology. A 

volunteer commented upon this impact during their interview stating: '[people] shout 

over the fence 'what are you doing?' And peer to have a look and then we’ve had people 

come back and actually join us that way, so that has an impact’ (Tab. 8.4, 3). Another 

participant described how they suggested to an eager young visitor that they joined the 

Young Archaeologists Club (Tab. 8.4, 4). Ad-hoc engagement with people involved in 

the Dukesfield Smelters Mill project in Northumberland, was identified by one 

participant as the catalyst for involvement in archaeology, they commented: '...I was out 

for a walk and met some people who were involved in a dig at Dukesfield and just got 

talking to them and I was offered the chance to volunteer and that was it...' (Tab. 8.4, 5). 

While these anecdotal descriptions provide an insight into the impacts associated with 

ad-hoc engagements, it remains difficult to produce quantifiable evidence to demonstrate 

the influence of this type of encounter. This issue was described by a project 

archaeologist who stated:  

 

‘…you will get somebody from all walks of life will come to the fence and ask 
you a question and that sparks off something then they will start doing their 



	   254	  

own research into the area, their family history, it’s got a knock on effect that 
you don’t see because somebody will come up with something and then they 
might tell someone else and it might spread like that but it’s not something 
tangible that you can say 'oh yes they’re doing this because they saw me on 
and I said something to them,' you know?’ 

 IN20, Project Archaeologist, Anon.  
 

This quote highlights the primary difficulty associated with measuring impact in so much 

as it is not necessarily a linear process that is easy to quantify, demonstrate or evidence. 

Perhaps the difficulty of measuring ephemeral impacts is demonstrated in the contrast 

between the frequency of mentions of ad-hoc engagement in transcripts and published 

literature that focuses upon formalised, regulated and purposeful 'community' 

engagement incorporated into project designs with occasional reference to ad-hoc 

engagement.  

 Visiting archaeology sites and local heritage, often as a child with family was 

identified as motivation for subsequent engagement in archaeology within 26 out of 112 

(23%) of transcripts (Fig. 8.1). For example, one participant commented: 'So when I was 

little my Mam and Dad were members of the National Trust and English Heritage and 

we use to visit places and read the boards...' and 'I always thought ‘right well I want to do 

that’ so from when I was about seven, eight or nine that was what I really wanted to do...' 

(Tab. 8.5, 1) and another stated: '...[I] always dreamt of going to these far flung places in 

Greece and Rome and stuff never thought I’d go, I have now, but no even from being 

young I enjoyed being taken to castles and Roman forts by my parents. I didn’t imagine 

that I’d be an archaeologist...' (Tab. 8.5, 2 see also 3). Chance encounters with 

archaeological excavations during tourist visits were also described as the motivation 

behind people's interest in archaeology, for example, a field archaeologist described how 

an initiative at Tullie House Museum in Carlisle when they were a child sparked their 

interest in participating in a subsequent degree course (Tab. 8.5, 6). Participants often 

discussed visits to archaeological sites as children, describing how they had encountered 

excavation initiatives during visits, for instance a participant commented: '...[the Thorpe 

Thewles site] was five minutes from my school so I got taken there when I was about 

twelve and saw people excavating and I was like ‘I want to be an archaeologist!’ and a 

student stated: '...we were in the Valley of the Kings and I saw some people doing 

excavation when I was there and I was like that looks like quite good fun'  (Tab. 8.5, 4 

and 5). The above quotes suggest that engagement with tangible heritage sites has an 

impact in terms of sparking individual’s interest in archaeology and heritage (see also 
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Section 7.2). In addition, it also reinforces the importance of ad-hoc engagement, as 

participants involved in this research were inspired to pursue careers, further education 

and volunteer in archaeology because of their experiences.  

 

Table 8.5 The role of visiting archaeological sites as a pathway to engagement.  

ID. Quote: 
1 'So when I was little my Mam and Dad were members of the National Trust and 

English Heritage and we use to visit places and read the boards and my Dad would 
go ‘oh this is where the monks eat their tea’ and whatever and I’d be like ‘well how 
do they know that?’ ‘Well archaeologists dug it up and went and found it out and I 
always thought ‘right well I want to do that,’ so from when I was about seven, 
eight or nine that was what I really wanted to do and I was lucky that my parents 
supported me.' IN101, Curator of Roman Collection, F.McIntosh. 

2 'I have always loved history, always dreamt of going to these far flung places in 
Greece and Rome and stuff never thought I’d go, I have now, but no even from 
being young I enjoyed being taken to castles and Roman forts by my parents. I 
didn’t imagine that I’d be an archaeologists...' IN104, Archaeology Officer, J. 
Morrison. 

3 'That’s a good question, I’ve always been interested in Roman archaeology since I 
was quite small because we lived near Hadrian’s Wall, well we still do, and I was 
fascinated by going to Housesteads...' IN88, Director, A. Fraser. 

4 'Classic as a kid being dragged around Hadrian’s Wall by my parents, really 
interested in things like… the Thorpe Thewles site that [Archaeologist] excavated. 
That was five minutes from my school so I got taken there when I was about 
twelve and saw people excavating and I was like ‘I want to be an archaeologist!’ I 
don’t think I ever told [Archaeologist] that that is the reason why I am an 
archaeologists! [laughs]' IN89, Regional Manager, J. Proctor. 

5 'I went to Egypt when I was ten and I always loved history and then I actually, we 
were in the Valley of the Kings and I saw some people doing excavation when I 
was there and I was like that looks like quite good fun and [...] then we did a little 
bit in history and then I got really into it and started reading books and stuff...' 
IN21, Undergraduate, Anon.  

6 '...well growing up in Carlisle there was always digs up and around the area I was 
growing up, so I use to watch the excavations at the Tullie House museum in the 
grounds, in the bath house. So when Carlisle started doing degree courses in 
archaeology, like joint honours degree courses. I applied on the off chance and got 
in on the basis of being a mature student. But no that’s how I first got involved in 
archaeology and I started taking it from there really, volunteering and stuff.' IN69, 
Field Archaeologist, J. Beaty. 

 

Happenstance and chance encounters with opportunities to engage in archaeology are 

described within 23 of 112 narratives (20.5%) (Fig. 8.1). These included encounters with 

advertisements, courses and discoveries of archaeological finds. For instance, one 

participant described how they came across a poster that advertised an archaeology 

degree as the impetus behind their decision to engage in the subject commenting: '... if I 
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had not seen that notice on that notice board I would never have even thought about 

doing archaeology...' (Tab. 8.6, 1). Two participants (1.8% of the 112 transcripts) 

described how a chance find introduced them to archaeology, an anonymous volunteer 

for example stated: 'I was down in [place] working as a [occupation] and we were having 

our lunch by a stone dyke beside the farm and I picked up a three pronged arrowhead 

and that really got me off to a start that' (Tab. 8.6, 3). In addition, Gary Bankhead a local 

diver from Durham commented: '...it was just accidental discovery of some objects in the 

River Wear in Durham which has got me on this adventure' (Tab. 8.6, 2). His discovery 

was reported to the Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS) whose guidance enabled further 

collaborations with both Durham Cathedral and University (Ibid.).  

 

Table 8.6 Happenstance and chance inspiring participation in archaeology  

ID. Quote: 
1 'I was walking back from the Geography Department to my college I saw a notice 

on the notice board and it said ‘Archaeology, why don’t you come and do 
something interesting? Why don’t you change and come and do archaeology?’ and 
I saw that notice and though ‘Ah, I was always interested in archaeology when I 
was little, that sounds interesting’ so I phoned them up and I went to see them, 
and I read up on some stuff over the summer and I went back to do archaeology. 
And if I had not seen that notice on that notice board I would never have even 
thought about doing archaeology and that’s the honest truth...' IN100, Heritage 
Consultant, P. Frodsham.  

2 '...it was just accidental discovery of some objects in the River Wear in Durham 
which has got me on this adventure. And the objects are quite special because they 
belonged to a former Archbishop of Canterbury as they normally are and by 
declaring those objects from day one we got permission from Durham Cathedral 
to go back to the River Wear and do a survey of the River...' IN94, Research 
Associate, G. Bankhead. 

3 'I was down in [place] working as a [occupation] and we were having our lunch by 
a stone dyke beside the farm and I picked up a three pronged arrowhead and that 
really got me off to a start that. Really got taken in and from then on I have got 
interested in most aspects of archaeology.' IN44, Volunteer, Anon. 

4 '...when I was eleven years old when my mother got a book about It was a book 
from her work as part of her job about the megalithic tombs in Germany and I 
was I looked through it I wasn’t interested in archaeology back then and I looked 
through it and I was very fascinated by it. Then a year later when I was twelve I 
went with my father to Germany to look at the megalithic tombs and then we kept 
coming back and since then I was pretty much sure that I would be studying 
archaeology and I never really considered anything else.' IN15, Postgraduate 
Student, C. Namirski. 

5 'I was always very interested in history even as a small child I remember being 
bought a book one Christmas it was general world history book and just being 
fascinating particularly the blood thirsty bits and the wars.' IN79, Director, A. 
Rushworth. 
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In addition participants also mentioned television series such as Time Team and 

archaeological publications, in 10 out of 112 (8.9%) and 8 out of 112 (7.1%) transcripts 

respectively, as impetus of their interest in archaeology. As discussed previously, 

television programmes were frequently described within narratives (Section 6.3.3 and Fig. 

6.5). Within the 43 mentions of television programmes, only 10 out of 43  (27.7%) 

attributed these as the primary reason for engaging with archaeology. In contrast, the 

availability of archaeology and heritage publications, particularly as children, was 

identified as encouraging engagement but rarely discussed. For instance, a postgraduate 

student described how their mother obtained a book about megalithic tombs in 

Germany which sparked their interest in archaeology, they commented: 'I looked 

through it I wasn’t interested in archaeology back then and I looked through it and I was 

very fascinated by it' (Tab. 8.6, 3). This book was the catalyst for this participant 

subsequently visiting megalithic tombs and studying archaeology at university (Ibid.). 

While another participant described how their interest in history was heightened when 

provided a book as a child, they commented: 'I was always very interested in history even 

as a small child I remember being bought a book one Christmas it was general world 

history book and just being fascinating particularly the blood thirsty bits and the wars' 

(Tab. 8.6, 5). These quotes provide an insight into the influence of popularised 

archaeology in terms of inspiring interest and engaging new audiences (Section 6.4).  

 This section demonstrates how different causal mechanisms enable participation 

in archaeological research and practice. Different factors motivate people's engagement 

in archaeology; many of these are associated with ad-hoc encounters, happenstance, 

personal circumstance and the availability of opportunities to engage. In addition, 

participants occasionally discuss the challenges that they had encountered in engaging 

audiences (Section 8.2.2).  

8.2.3 Chal lenges  Assoc iated with Engagement in Archaeology 

Participants identified the recruitment of volunteers from new audiences as a challenge 

that can limit the impacts produced (Tab. 8.7, 1). For example, the Peregrini Archaeology 

excavations at Holy Island Northumberland highlighted the difficultly of recruiting local 

volunteers. Participants involved in excavations were generally from mainland 

Northumberland rather than the island itself a trend that was observed by a volunteer 

involved in the project who commented: ‘…what I have found interesting from listening 

to the other volunteers that none of them are exactly local to here...' and '...there is no 
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sense in which that I can see any immediate connection with the very local Lindisfarne 

community' (Tab. 8.7, 2). These experiences exemplify the limitations of 'community' 

archaeology because those involved in initiatives are not always part of the local 

community, but regional volunteer circuits (Section 5.3.1.2). In order to ensure more 

local participation and to attract new audiences, a series of initiatives have endeavoured 

to recruit local volunteers. These include Tyne and Wear Archive and Museum's 

WallQuest project and Beamish Museum's Joe the Quilter's cottage initiative. 

 

Table 8.7 The challenges of recruiting volunteers to participate in archaeological 

initiatives. 

ID. Quote: 
1 ' [A central challenge is] getting more people involved [...] when you’re working in 

an individual locality it is more easy to get people involved than it is for instance if 
you are doing a Roman excavation. So I divide public archaeology into two 
branches, one is, community projects where we are literally based in the 
community and are doing a project which the community wants to do. Which is 
not always what we want to do. It’s a project where a community comes to me and 
says I want to do this, I want to do that. The other type of project is where we 
have an archaeological objective that we want to achieve but we through the 
project open to volunteers. So I mean we are talking about the project at 
Piercebridge which sits as a project we want to do archaeologically, and actually 
there is no community in Piercebridge. There are no community groups and you 
talk to the people who live there and there is no sense of community at all, so I 
tried, but there was just no chance of getting a community project there. So I said 
right, 'this is the archaeology and we will just throw it open to people and they can 
come and take part as they wish...' IN109, Archaeological Officer, R.Daniels. 

2 ‘…what I have found interesting from listening to the other volunteers that none 
of them are exactly local to here and there has been a bit of by-play about the 
Lindisfarne locals so there is no sense in which that I can see any immediate 
connection with the very local Lindisfarne community which I can see at the best 
is a tolerance...’ FG26, Consultant and Volunteer, Anon.  

3 'I don’t know how many residents of Wallsend got involved [...] but the project 
[WallQuest] tried to enlist volunteers from the area within the postcode. That was 
the general idea and then if we had people from further afield who wanted to get 
involved then we would allow them but the primary aim was to try to get people 
involved who lived in Wallsend to dig in Wallsend.' IN90, Postgraduate and 
Field Archaeologist, D.Astbury. 

4 'It is such a rural area up there so we wanted to get people who are local so we 
could have gone to Hexham which is probably three or four miles away and ask 
people who are members of the local antiquarian society and all sort of things in 
Hexham but it felt more appropriate to work with the local community. We have 
since worked with a wider group of people and will continue to work with a wider 
group of people but there are handful of people at Wardon which is the village 
which is about a mile away from where the cottage is who are just really interested 
in it is a really interesting story...' IN16, Project Manager, J. Castling. 

5 'At Binchester they had some school children having a little dig and a little play 
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with [lecturer] and they must have been about seven or eight maybe nine not quite 
sure about age but within five minutes one of them had found a coin and that was 
it! It was on the cobbled bit we weren’t digging on. And so that was it, they were 
then just so excited and they were just buzzing and they just wanted to get in and 
dig it...' IN52, Volunteer, M.Arthy. 

6 'People are really interested in the Cheviots and walking up there and I think that it 
[the walking guide book] just gives it another dimension on top of the nature that 
they would see [...] we are not intending to make money out of it [the book] [we] 
would like people to buy it and be interested in it [and] at least cover our costs!' 
IN85, Volunteer, K.Millward. 

 

The WallQuest project invited local residents to participate in the initiative before 

approaching societies such as the Northern Archaeological Group (Hodgson 2017 see 

also IN35 and IN90). A member of the WallQuest Project described their recruitment 

strategy stating: '...the project tried to enlist volunteers from the area within the postcode. 

That was the general idea and then if we had people from further afield who wanted to 

get involved then we would allow them but the primary aim was to try to get people 

involved who lived in Wallsend to dig in Wallsend' (Tab. 8.7, 3). This facilitated 

engagement beyond the traditional audiences and the inclusion of established 

archaeology groups within the project. In addition to enabling participation in 

archaeological research, this project endeavoured to create a long-term tangible legacy 

through the consolidation of a Roman bathhouse discovered during WallQuest's 

excavations (Fig. 8.5). The consolidation work has created a 'new' landmark alongside the 

Hadrian's Wall path and signage presents the story of the bathhouse and other tangible 

archaeological remains for locals and visitors alike (Fig. 8.6).  

 

Figure 8.5 WallQuest 

initiatives resulted in the 

rediscovery of the 

footings of a Roman 

bathhouse. After the 

excavations the site was 

consolidated and signage 

produced (Authors own) 
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Figure 8.6 New signs were installed near a reconstructed section of Hadrian's Wall at 

Wallsend as part of the WallQuest project which described both the Roman and 

subsequent industrial phases of the site (Authors own). 

 

A comparable project was conducted as part of the Remaking Beamish project by 

Beamish Living History Museum. The initiative involved the excavations of the footings 

of a quilter's cottage near Hexham (Fig. 8.7).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8.7 Excavations of the footings of Joe's cottage (Photo courtesy of J. Castling) 

 

The museum was successful in recruiting local volunteers to engage in the story of Joe, 

his murder and the rediscovery of his cottage by purposefully approaching members of 
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the public through media outlets in rural Northumberland rather than approaching 

established Antiquarian Society (Tab. 8.5, 4). Using the knowledge gained from 

discovering the foundation of Joe's cottage, volunteers at Beamish are currently creating 

a reconstruction using traditional techniques (Fig. 8.8). The intangible story of Joe and 

his murder will be on permanent display at Beamish Museum, this project can be seen to 

have an impact through engaging local audience and undoubtedly will add to the 

experience of regional, national and international audiences that visit the outdoor 

museum.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 8.8 The in-progress 

reconstruction of Joe the Quilters 

cottage (Authors own) 

 

 

 

 

The challenges associated with recruiting new volunteers in archaeology are particularly 

important in terms of impact. As demonstrated in the pilot study, many participants of 

this research reported that they had volunteered in multiple initiatives, therefore limiting 

the inference that can be obtained about engaging new audiences from metrics alone 

(Chapter 5). This raises questions about the diversity and inclusivity of archaeological 

research and practice. Project evaluations such as that conducted for the HLF by No 

Man's Land Archaeology at Cocken Hall addressed this issue by including a participation 

questionnaire that asked individuals to detail their previous experience (Fraser 2017). It 

was found that the majority of volunteers in this particular project did not have previous 

experience of archaeological fieldwork which contrasts the findings outlined in Chapter 5 

(Ibid.). Contextual factors such as geographical location, recruitment strategies and the 

type of project may impact the extent that initiatives attract new audiences to participate.  

 There were competing views about the challenges associated with engagement 

between developer-led archaeology and broader audiences. Contextual factors such as 

funding, resources, timescale, agenda and health and safety litigations were of particular 
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concern for career archaeologists who discussed volunteer participation in archaeology 

(Fig. 8.9). For instance, a site archaeologist commented: '...with them [contractors] having 

a budget and timescales and timetables they need to keep to them and that’s why very 

little community archaeology gets done within commercial archaeology...' (Tab. 8.8, 1). 

While other participants highlighted developer fears that disseminating knowledge about 

an excavation could have implications upon time, cost and may prevent development 

from proceeding, for instance a consultant commented: '...most developers see the 

archaeology to be a cost and would not wish for that information to be widely shared for 

the fear that it would create actual costs and costs in term of time’ (Tab. 8.8, 2). This 

theme was also discussed by field archaeologists who highlighted developer's fears 

stating: '...clients don’t want it [archaeological findings] to be made public knowledge. 

They think it is going to cause problems further down the line with planning permission' 

(Tab. 8.8, 3). This participant, proceeded to highlight the perceived benefits of 

disseminating knowledge to the public 'I think the smarter ones [developers] we’ve had 

have published it and got it into the newspapers and then ended up getting local support 

for the dig for their new build...' (Ibid.). Despite this challenge, some commercial units in 

the north-east do involve the public with developer-led initiatives. For example, 

transcript number IN72, a volunteer described how they gained commercial experience 

through working with some of the regions smaller units. Commercial unit Pre-construct 

Archaeology (PCA) north also arranged for Newcastle University undergraduates to 

assist on developer-led excavations of a Roman bathhouse at Bedale in North Yorkshire 

(PIN6 and NCL 2015, url). This event provided opportunities to students to gain 

commercial experience and enhance practical skills (bid.) Unfortunately, the 

aforementioned examples are exceptions to the rule and non-occupational participation 

in developer-led initiatives is unlikely to become common practice within developer-led 

initiatives because of the constraints associated with this sub-sector.  
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Figure 8.9 The operational context of developer-led archaeology is associated with a series 

of challenges that inhibit wider engagement such as the health and safety risk associated 

with working with heavy plant (Authors own).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8.8 Contextual challenges associated with engagement in commercial archaeology 

ID. Quote: 
1 ‘We [...] would personally like to get people involved but [with] the contractors [...] 

having a budget and timescales and timetables they need to keep to them and 
that’s why very little community archaeology gets done within commercial 
archaeology.’ IN70, Site Archaeologist, M. Coates. 

2 ‘The interesting one there is that most developers see the archaeology to be a cost 
and would not wish for that information to be widely shared for the fear that it 
would create actual costs and costs in term of time.’ IN13, Planning Consultant, 
A. Creedy. 

3 Interviewee: ‘… quite a lot of the time clients don’t want it [archaeological 
findings] to be made public knowledge. They think it is going to cause problems 
further down the line with planning permission so they don’t want local papers or 
people being involved until they know it’s safe. Unless you’ve got somebody 
looking at what you’re doing, you know, walking by every day seeing what you’re 
doing, you don’t often have public involvement.’  
Interviewer: ‘Do you think there is anyway of increasing the impact of commercial 
projects?’ 
Interviewee: ‘… I think some clients have missed a trick at not getting the public 
involved. I think the smarter ones we’ve had have published it and got it into the 
newspapers and then ended up getting local support for the dig for their new 
build because they had the excavation underneath...’ IN69, Field Archaeologist, 
J. Beaty. 

 

Challenges associated with engagement in archaeology are directly related to existing 

societal barriers including time, personal commitments and finance; and the operational 
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context of each sub-sector. These challenges can be overcome through collaborative 

enterprises and diverse engagement strategies (see Section 8.4). By overcoming the 

challenges outlined here, and widening engagement in archaeology.   

8.3 Practical Skills Training 

As demonstrated in Table 5.19 participants often discussed the processes and training 

methodologies that facilitated learning archaeological skills such as excavation 

techniques, surveying, planning and project design. For instance a volunteer described 

that they learned: ‘...how to use a mattock! [laughs] how to use the spade, trowelling, how 

to carry a bucket properly' and how they were '...fascinated by how to do the levelling, 

the drawing and the sections and things' (Tab. 8.9, 1). Training is defined here as the 

process by which participants were taught practical and theoretical skills through 

informal means such as ad-hoc onsite exchanges between people of different skill sets, or 

formal training through workshops where the gained knowledge is directly applied to 

archaeological datasets. Ad-hoc training was the most common process discussed 

however; fewer mentioned third-party learning and formal training. Ad-hoc training is 

the process of acquiring skills 'on-the job' alongside on-site guidance from more 

experienced career, academic and volunteer archaeologists (Tab. 8.9). A participant 

commented: ‘[learning how to excavate] was very much also on the job, so this is how 

you use a trowel, this is how you use a mattock, how you use a shovel and stuff like that' 

(Tab. 8.9, 2). A volunteer also described this ad-hoc on-the-job trial and error training as 

follows: 

'...[the archaeologist would] come along and say ‘can you do it this way? 
Or can you do it this way?’ Without us having to have a formal session 
at the beginning. They put us on something where we couldn’t destroy 
anything and then they came along and showed us the... then about half 
an hour we were all doing it properly,’ (Tab. 8.9, 3) 
 

The needs-based practical style of learning described here facilitates learning based 

around issues that arise during the process of excavating rather than through a generic, 

introduction to archaeological fieldwork. While this style of learning was seen as a 

beneficial ‘hands-on’ approach, some volunteers wished that they had experienced more 

formal training and introduction to archaeological methods, especially as some 

purported to fear making mistakes due to their lack of experience. For instance, one 

volunteer described: '...a few of us who all started together said we wished we had [...] a 

few hints in how to do it [excavate] and that sort of thing because it was nerve racking 
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and you always went home thinking ‘I hope that I didn’t do anything really terrible!’' 

(IN73, Volunteer, Anon.). This quote suggests that while the ad-hoc method may have a 

beneficial impact for some learners, others may appreciate a more formal approach.  

 

Table 8.9 Ad-hoc skills and training  
ID. Quote: 
1 '[I learned] how to use a mattock! [laughs] how to use the spade, towelling, how to 

carry a bucket properly. But I was fascinated by how to do the levelling, the 
drawing and the sections and things. I really quite doing… well being able to so I 
know how to do them...' IN22, Volunteer, S. Wilson. 

2 ‘[learning how to excavate] was very much also on the job, so this is how you use a 
trowel, this is how you use a mattock, how you use a shovel and stuff like that. So 
it’s all very similar really, you know? Once you’ve got the nuts and bolts you can 
pretty much dig anything I think,’ PIN1, Media manager, Anon.  

3 ‘To be honest I can’t remember it, it was, it was like [archaeologist] there she’d 
come along and say ‘can you do it this way? Or can you do it this way?’ Without us 
having to have a formal session at the beginning. They put us on something where 
we couldn’t destroy anything and then they came along and showed us [...] then 
[in] about half an hour we were all doing it properly,’ IN57, Volunteer, Anon.  

4 ‘The excavation is where it all becomes really real. And also, it puts into context 
what you have been taught now that you can see what a deposition looks like and 
sort of feel it, touch it, yeah it’s really cool […] when you are talking about 
contexts and stratification and when you are dealing with finds it sort of makes a 
bit more sense you know? It will definitely make a huge impact on essay writing I 
think.’ IN24, Undergraduate, T.Lazonby. 

5 ‘…We can now come out with a theodolite and do a survey and produce 
publishable plans of the area, though obviously we take archaeologists like 
[Archaeologist's] advice and help but in the end it is us now [who] are doing it and 
I think that you know we’ve quite a lot of useful skills in doing that.’ IN47, 
Volunteer, M. Green. 

6 ‘… I think there is the potential for a really strong legacy now because we’ve had 
excellent working relationships between a group of community volunteers and a 
whole number of professional archaeologists...’ FG49, Director of Tynedale 
Archaeology Group, P. Bowyer.  

7 'Well they [commercial unit] trained me in total station which was very important 
for my project in Sardina which was very useful for me as I used it for my research 
in Sardinia and also from time to time fieldwork in Northumberland [pause]. 
Things like ranging pole if I need it so if I have not worked with them for a 
specific project but they’re very helpful with lots of training.' IN15, Postgraduate 
Student, C. Namirski. 

 

The impact of training was also often discussed within transcripts. Student participants 

occasionally referred to the value of practical experience in terms of aiding their formal 

university studies for instance, an undergraduate commented: ‘...the excavation is where 

it all becomes really real. And also, it puts into context what you have been taught now 

that you can see what a deposition looks like and sort of feel it, touch it' (Tab. 8.9, 4). 
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Training was also perceived by some volunteer participants to have enabled deeper 

participation in independent research, for instance: 

 

‘…We can now come out with a theodolite and do a survey and produce 
publishable plans of the area, though obviously we take archaeologists like 
[Archaeologist's] advice and help but in the end it is us now [who] are 
doing it and I think that you know we’ve quite a lot of useful skills in doing 
that.’ (Tab. 8.9, 5) 
 

This quote was extracted from a transcript that discussed the long-term benefits of 

training that has enabled independent volunteer-led research through volunteer groups 

Tynedale Archaeology Group (TAG) and Altogether Archaeology (AA). Learned skills 

have enabled a volunteer-led topographical survey north of Hadrian's Wall in addition to 

Hexham's lost road test-pit project conducted through the reformed Altogether 

Archaeology group (Fig. 8.10). Investments in training volunteers in previous 

archaeological initiatives therefore can be seen to have created a legacy of trained 

volunteers that are able to conduct their own surveys and fieldwork projects and, in turn, 

transfer those skills to new volunteers. This suggests that involvement in archaeological 

fieldwork has had a positive impact upon enabling further research and creates initiatives 

based upon local agendas through the skills obtained that reduces, but does not remove, 

people's reliance upon external 'professionals'. The value of skills training in terms of 

transferable skills that can enable further engagement was epitomised by one participant 

who commented  '...once you’ve got the nuts and bolts you can pretty much dig 

anything...' (Tab. 8.9, 2 see also Section 8.4).  

 

Table 8.10 Skills and training 
 
ID. Quote: 
1 ‘… I am not archaeologist meself [myself] but I have [...] learned a bit while I’ve 

been here. To the trained eye when you’re digging you can spot the archaeology no 
bother. I couldn’t at first but then I started picking things up like from 
[archaeologist] and he says ‘oh aye [yes] you’re getting your eye in now!’' IN10, Site 
Foreman, Anon.  

2 ‘I enjoy working with the masons, because I learn from them and when you don’t 
understand something technical that has been done they explain it because we 
were working on top of the [cathedral] tower taking the parapet down and by 
taking it a part you can see how its been put together...’ IN82, Cathedral 
Archaeologist, N.Emery. 

3 ‘I don’t know everything, I am not even close to knowing everything, it is nice 
when you do get people who come with different knowledge and you know, I get 
taught a lot, I had to you know, the area that I am most interested in is the Saxon 
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period for example, so people who work a lot of time on a Roman site and then I 
go and work on a Roman site they share me knowledge they tell me stuff I don’t 
even know and it’s great because I am learning all the time, they are learning all the 
time and we are transferring knowledge to each other. Because that is what 
archaeology is about [...] we are sharing our experience, sharing our knowledge and 
so yet again going back to the beginning that is why I enjoy it because it is all about 
sharing really.’  
and 
‘… I have never done this [Carenza’s Cambridge Test Pit Method] before but 
some of the volunteers have so they are going to share their experiences with me 
and be able to bring me up to speed a little bit. It kind of works both ways 
sometimes because volunteers have time to get involved in many projects, they 
don’t just stick to your area so some of them go up to Northumberland and work 
up at is it Vindolanda, and help up there, then they come down here [Teesside] and 
work in North Yorkshire they do it differently there, so they sometimes have more 
knowledge about different practices than us who are situated in one area have. It’s 
fun. Sometimes I get corrected which is nice, in a nice way.’ IN76, Lecturer 
Anon?. 

4 ‘I can be set off for a task on my own with a newcomer and I can pass my skills on 
to them which is really nice because as an ex-teacher it’s what I use to do anyway 
so I feel proud that I can do that now…’ IN57, Volunteer, Anon.  

5 ‘…I’ve learned a lot about archaeology itself I am beginning to learn something 
about how to manage projects as well now we have set up Altogether Archaeology 
as a community archaeology society. I am on the management committee for that, 
I am the excavations organiser, so I am beginning to learn about that. I am 
beginning to learn how to project manage and how to organise you know the nitty-
gritty of archaeology. Like at the moment I am working on revising context sheets, 
to provide a suitable context sheet that can be understood by people who aren’t 
very experienced in archaeology. You know it’s quite a challenge so I am learning 
all of those types of skills. Also to be able to stand up in a meeting, last night I was 
talking to a room full of thirty people for twenty minutes and that is something 
that previously I really wouldn’t have enjoyed at all, I am really not a natural public 
speaker, but I seem to be getting better at it and I’m happy to stand up and talk 
now, much more confident at that.’ IN47, Volunteer, M. Green. 

 
Knowledge exchange whether through interaction with career, academic or more 

experienced student or volunteer archaeologists is a central outcome of archaeological 

research and practice (see Chapter 6 and Section 8.4). Quantifying this impact remains 

problematic because of the individuality of people's experiences. Project metrics about 

the number of trainees can provide a limited understanding into how many people are 

exposed to knowledge exchange environments, however the subsequent long-term 

impact of this process remains challenging to isolate and understand. 
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Figure 8.10 Topographical 

survey techniques taught to 

volunteers from Tynedale 

North of the Wall facilitated 

by career archaeologists has 

enabled a series of 

subsequent unsupervised 

surveys (Author's own) 

 

A secondary limitation of fully understanding skills exchange is that it can occur in 

exceptionally ad-hoc circumstances and through third-party learning. This was 

demonstrated in a narrative with a construction site foreman who discussed the impact 

of his experiences working alongside an archaeological unit during a pre-planning 

evaluation in County Durham. The anonymous foreman commented: 

‘…I am not archaeologist meself [myself] but I have been learned a bit 
while I’ve been here. To the trained eye when you’re digging you can spot 
the archaeology no bother. I couldn’t at first but then I started picking 
things up like from [archaeologist] and he says ‘oh aye [yes] you’re getting 
your eye in now!’'  (Tab. 8.10, 1) 
 

The site foreman describes the skill of being able to identify features through working 

alongside career archaeologists demonstrating the complexity of fully understanding the 

impact of knowledge exchange. In addition to people learning from engagement with 

archaeologists, archaeologists also described the value of collaborating with external 

experts and volunteers. For instance, Durham Cathedral's archaeologist Norman Emery 

described the benefit of working alongside stonemasons during the repairs of the 

cathedral tower stating: '...I learn from them [the stonemasons] and when you don’t 

understand something technical that has been done [to the cathedral tower] they explain 

it...' (Tab. 8.10, 2). The value of working alongside professionals from outside of 

archaeology was described by a stonemason who endeavoured to 'educate’ archaeologists 

about stone masonry techniques through a published article, in order to correct 

assumptions made about the identification of Roman masonry work (Hill 1981). While a 

lecture described the benefits of volunteers sharing knowledge gained through their 

experiences on other project 'I have never done this [Carenza Lewis’s Cambridge Test 

Pit Method] before but some of the volunteers have so they are going to share their 

experiences with me and be able to bring me up to speed a little bit' (Tab. 8.10, 3 see 
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Lewis 2011; Flint 2012). In addition, volunteers in particular often mentioned that they 

felt proud that they were now more often than not more experienced than newcomers to 

archaeological fieldwork and that they could begin to transfer their knowledge for the 

benefit of others (for instance Tab. 8.10, 4). This can enable people to learn not only 

archaeological excavation skills but also interpersonal skills through passing on their 

knowledge (Tab. 8.10, 5). These quotes demonstrate that knowledge exchange is often a 

multi-directional process that is not always facilitated by career archaeologists or 

academics. This challenges the simplistic notion of 'professionals' teaching an 'amateur' 

or 'benefactor' which are terms often used within impact assessments.  

 The relationship between career archaeologists and volunteers is changing due to 

increased mutual respect over the skillset of the latter. A volunteer commented upon this 

trend stating:  

 

‘We’re now much more able to know what we want from the 
professional archaeologists so we can ask them to do things for us that 
we know we want done rather than just saying ‘help’ you know? be our 
archaeologist. And on the other hand they know they can trust us to fill 
in the gaps and do the main kind of [field/research] work...’ IN47, 
Volunteer, M.Green. 

   

As demonstrated in the above quote training and accrued skills provide people with the 

tools to have greater engagement in more independent research. The benefit of new 

understandings from engagement in archaeology was also demonstrated by the 

publication of a self-researched book called The Old Tracks through the Cheviots’: Discovering 

the Archaeology of the Border Roads by David Jones and the Coquetdale Community 

Archaeology group (Jones et al 2017 see also Coquetdale Community Archaeology 2018). 

This book provides visitors to the Cheviots hills, in Northumberland, a number of 

heritage walks and information about the historic environment and features that are 

visible in the landscape (Jones et al 2017). The independent production of this book is 

testimony to the success of the society which was formed by the North Pennines 

National Park Authority in 2007 (Ibid., iv). Not only has the society continued beyond 

the initial funded remit, it is now actively managed to produce independent pieces of 

work that can impact visitor’s experiences and enhance the ‘sense of place’ of the 

Cheviot landscape. This book is evidence to the long-term impact of engagement 

initiatives that inspire further stakeholder-led projects using the skills, interests and 

networks that were acquired from the earlier research (Section 6.2.2). In addition, it has 
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enabled local people to set the agenda and trajectory of research which may enhance 

people's sense of ownership and engagement with the archaeology and heritage of this 

area.  

 Archaeological practice and research engages individuals in fieldwork, cultural 

resource management, independent research and education (see Chilton 2010, 155). 

Participants more frequently discussed the practical means by which they learned and 

engaged in archaeology. Conversely, learning through lectures and private study were 

only occasionally mentioned. The vocational benefits associated with practical fieldwork 

produce positive impacts upon those involved (see also Chapter 7). Philip Rahtz (1999, 

11) argued that the processes associated with archaeology can only fully be understood 

through practical rather than class-based mean. Recognition of the value of vocational 

pathways into archaeology has been demonstrated through the creation of the National 

Vocational Qualification in Archaeological Practice by the then Institute of Archaeology, 

now Chartered Institute of Archaeologists (Geary 2013). This research however, 

demonstrates that many participants learned vocational skills predominantly through ad-

hoc means. Training in archaeology is an important outcome associated with engagement 

in archaeology because learned skills can be applied to subsequent projects. Unlike 

established impact assessments such as HLF evaluations, learned skills were not assigned 

a high significance as participants primarily focused upon the value of declarative 

knowledge about the past (Chapter 6).  

8.4 Financial and In-kind Investments and Benefits of Archaeology 

Quantifiable economic benefits associated with archaeology are often easier to 

demonstrate and are often more highly regarded than social and cultural impacts (see 

Bastow et al 2014, 22-3). This research however, focused upon participant's perceptions 

of economic impact. Participants involved in this research predominantly focused upon 

the financial and in-kind investments associated with archaeology in addition to the 

association between archaeology and tourism. In particular, financial investors such as 

developers, university stipends, government or charity grants, society funds and 

personal expenditure were regularly discussed (Section 8.4.1). Also, participants 

described the in-kind investments they had encountered such as time provided in 

labour; specialist services such as laboratory work and use of welfare facilities (Section 

8.4.2). These themes are discussed further in the following two sections.  
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8.4.1 Financial  Investment in Archaeology 

Participants perceived financial investment as an enabler of archaeological initiatives. A 

number of participants provided examples of archaeological initiatives that would not 

have taken place without financial contributions from different sources. For instance 

David Petts from Durham University stated: ‘...I couldn’t have done that [Binchester 

Project] without money and that money came through the University, through the 

students, through the Americans [Stanford University] and some grants...’ (Tab. 8.11, 1). 

This reliance upon financial investments was also highlighted by Graham Young the 

director of the Bamburgh Research Project who commented: '...I think if the Lottery 

funding was not available to us we really would not have any future because you can’t be 

ambitious’ (Tab. 8.11, 2). These quotes suggest that financial investment is an important 

mechanism that enables organisations to facilitate the projects that create pathways that 

produce impacts that are described in Chapter 6 and 7.  

 

Figure 8.11 Number of times an investor was mentioned by name: 

 

KEY:  
Heritage Lottery Fund HLF 
Leverhulme Trust/Heatherslaw Mill Trust LT/HT 
Quality of Research Funding QR 
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European Union EU 
 

The Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) was the most common external source of revenue 

referred to in 30 out of 112 transcripts (Figure 8.11). Participants often reflected upon 

the reliance their group or organisation had on HLF funding. For instance, a committee 

member of Tees Archaeology described the impact of this funding in terms of enabling 

people to become involved in archaeology ‘...we’ve just won a HLF grant and it’s 

because I want to get them involved in a little bit more, I don’t want a society like that 

to go stagnant...' (Tab. 8.11, 4) and ‘… without getting these grants, a lot of the time we 

can’t do these projects because we just don’t have the means to do it...' (Tab. 8.11, 5). 

The Heritage Lottery Fund have funded and co-funded multiple projects in the north-

east which have had an impact in facilitating public involvement in archaeological 

research and heritage management. For instance, between 2010 and 2014 Coquetdale 

Community Archaeology (CCA) conducted research to locate and excavate a medieval 

fulling mill noted by local historian, Dippy Dixon, to have existed along the River 

Coquet in Northumberland (Carlton and Jones 2014, 221; 2014). CCA located structural 

remains that they proceeded to investigate with the guidance of the Archaeological 

Practice, Northumberland County Council and English Heritage (Carlton and Jones 

2015, 75 and 78). This initiative was facilitated by the Ministry of Defence (MOD) who 

provided access to the land and permission to investigate which was supported through 

financial and in-kind investments from the Heritage Lottery Fund, English Heritage, the 

Council for British Archaeology, the Society of Antiquities of Newcastle Upon Tyne, 

the Northumberland Park Authority and BBC (Ibid., 120). This research contributed to 

people's understanding of the Coquet Valley, which has been incorporated into 

published works (for example Carlton and Jones 2015; Jones et al 2017, 121-126). 

Comparable initiatives such as Dukesfield Smelters and Carriers project were equally 

reliant upon external financial investment in order to facilitate excavations, conservation 

work, outreach and activities (Bell 2015). Financial and in-kind investments can be seen 

to be a key factor for the occurrence of volunteer initiatives.  The HLF in particular, 

was highly praised by many participants for providing funds for training and volunteers 

travel expenses which produce a positive impact upon the accessibility of initiatives. For 

example, one participant commented: ‘…you know we can reimburse them [volunteers]; 

we can buy cameras which you know a lot of people might not know how to use...' and 

'...[photography is a] transferable skills to them [volunteers] which they’ve never had 

before...’ (IN76, D.Errickson). These quotes suggest that funding through charitable 
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sources is a key factor for resourcing projects and creating long-term impacts associated 

with knowledge exchange.   

 

Table 8.11 The financial investments associated with archaeology 
ID. Quote: 
1 'Binchester which is by far the biggest project that I have run and I couldn’t have 

done that without money and that money came through the University, through 
the students, through the Americans [Stanford University] and some grants so 
that’s really crucial.’ IN96, Senior Lecturer, D. Petts. 

2 ‘I mean we can potter along doing two months a year based on student fees as long 
as we cut our cloth narrowly. […] but I think that’s not really doing research and 
the right kind of dissemination. So I think if the lottery funding was not available 
to us we really would not have any future because you can’t be ambitious.’ PIN5, 
Bamburgh Project Director, G. Young. 

3 ‘Quality of Research funding, funding which comes directly from the government 
currently that contributes a certain amount to research and through the other root 
which is through external grants which are won externally. […] the best way to 
develop research programme in a particular area is to generate external funding to 
pay for that. So external funding for research is really important for universities.’ 
IN93, Head of School, S. Turner. 

4 ‘I’ve got a few HLF grants at the moment, and we’ve just won a HLF grant and it’s 
because I want to get them [members] involved in a little bit more, I don’t want a 
society like that to go stagnant especially with so many volunteers so hopefully we 
can get them out doing excavation, we can get them out doing real archaeology 
because I mean from that quote, it seems that they genuinely want to do these 
things, that they want to get out and volunteer and do as much as they possibly 
can.’ and 
‘…without getting these grants, a lot of the time we can’t do these project because 
we just don’t have the means to do it and you know the HLF have awarded us 
£10000 pounds, it allows us to pay volunteer expenses, something as simple as 
that, you know? Our demographic of our society is a little bit older, a lot of them 
are retired, so you know they don’t get out as much as they could, they can’t afford 
to spend you know their money on travelling to Hartlepool or Middlesbrough 
from where they live because … just their means basically and having this cash 
flow, this little pot of money, it allows them to do that. You know we can 
reimburse them; we can buy cameras which you know a lot of people might not 
know how to use. We are running workshops for them to show them how to do 
building recording and stuff as well, these are transferable skills to them which 
they’ve never had before, they are getting trained up to do, what they need to do, 
and they can pass these skills onto their friends and their family and stuff like that. 
So yeah, it’s making a big difference really.’ IN76, Lecturer, D.Errickson. 

5  ‘So I think that there is an increasingly unhealthy mismatch of the funding that is 
available. I mean the lottery fund is amazing and you can do amazing things with it 
but our future at the moment is based on the lottery and European Union to keep 
us going to do the type of work that we are aiming to [do]. Without that I don’t 
think we can function I can't see us being able to excavate prime sites you would 
end up doing small scale work and that would be working with schools and 
education. So the funding that is available and what we self fund through training 
excavations is absolutely vital for the present and the future.’ PIN5, Project 
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Director, G. Young.  
6 'Not a lot of money, it’s a good hobby in that respect that you only need to get a 

trowel, most things are provided, well you don’t need to even get a trowel, most 
things are provided it’s only when you start to get really crazy and want to dig at 
places like Orkney that it gets very expensive, it’s time that you invest more than 
anything and energy, and getting up and clambering around.' IN62, Volunteer, 
L.Clay. 

7 'As far as other investment, I suppose it’s cost me money, a lot of petrol involved 
going to and fro. Archaeology obviously is a great hobby because the main 
equipment you need a trowel is worth ten quid [pounds] at most, there can’t be 
many hobbies and past times where your equipment costs a tenner and last for 
five years. So, you know it’s a good hobby in that sense so it is mainly travel is the 
main investment that I’ve put into it.' IN47, Volunteer, M. Green. 

8 ‘…the university has been trying to cut the funding because archaeology has the 
biggest funding out of all of the disciplines [...] well out of some of the disciplines 
at [University] because we all get our funding paid for as well all of our field work 
paid for as well so we get up to like two hundred pounds for accommodation per 
field work for seventy days […].  So some people went to South America who 
couldn’t necessarily go to South America, who obviously had to top it up because 
the flights are quite expensive and stuff like that. So yeah, it’s no expense so every 
person gets the same opportunities to do field work, it’s not based on money 
where [as] at a lot of universities it is, it’s how much can you afford to do these 
digs to pay for the food and stuff like that.’ IN75, Student, Anon.  

9 ‘The model with Lindisfarne is different because obviously with crowd funding, 
where as at Binchester people weren’t paying to dig whereas with crowd funding 
people pay to dig so it means that you get a much smaller audience and generally 
our audience is coming from outside of our region, very few of our diggers were 
local. It was kind of complicated on Holy Island because the Peregrini project was 
running side by side which provides an opportunity the opportunity for local 
people to do free archaeology which has been interesting for me. When people 
spoke to me about Lindisfarne I pointed them down the Peregrini root if they are 
local you know because it didn’t seem right to charge them to come and dig. But 
what we have got is a funded dig, and you know and you need money, no matter 
how you do it, unless you’re doing it tiny, you need money because of that, 
although people have been charged to dig we’ve now got all of the archives are 
open access, all of the archives of Lindisfarne are online already and it’s 
searchable, so all that is freely available...‘ IN96, Senior Lecturer, D. Petts. 

10 ‘...we would like Bamburgh to be a full year project rather than two months in the 
summer struggling to get through because we don’t have enough money. We used 
to get food for breakfast and food for pack lunches we don’t get that any more 
because we can't afford it anymore. So this grant [from the council] [was] just [for] 
archaeological tools, the wheel barrows are in a state that you should probably not 
use them, tapes, planning frames are not so good, we repair things for ourselves 
even for finds conservation and outreach too...’ 
and 
‘… the Kaims has volunteering days, the castle here not so much because we 
don’t have the money to teach them [volunteers] basically. So the students pay for 
it, so there is a little bit of a problem well not a problem but the director doesn’t 
want people for free because that is how we buy the things we use simple things 
like tape measures and cardboard boxes we don’t have any funding at the 
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moment. But [we're] working on it!’ PIN6, Trench Supervisor, Anon.  
 

In addition, some participants attributed these funding sources as the primary facilitator 

for the start-up and development of sustainable archaeological societies. For example, 

Altogether Archaeology was initiated through funding obtained from the Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) to set up the organisation, cover overheads, staff 

and excavation costs (IN99). Upon completion of the initiative the group transformed 

into an independent organisation through a Leader Grant which helped to fund the 

development of the AA research framework. Swaledale and Arkengarthdale 

Archaeological Group (SWAAG) also referred to the value of Leader Grant that 

allowed them to purchase tools to begin their exploration of the Romano-British site 

called the Haag in Swaledale, North Yorkshire. Participant's expressed their gratitude for 

the availability of these funds in addition to concern about the dependency of 

archaeology upon charitable funds, the following quote exemplifies these anxieties:  

 

‘...the lottery fund is amazing and you can do amazing things with it but 
our future at the moment is based on the lottery and European Union to 
keep us going to do the type of work that we are aiming to. Without that 
I don’t think we can function...’ (Tab. 8.11, 6).  
 

Participants associated with volunteer initiatives and students also occasionally described 

the financial investments that they had made to participate in archaeology. As discussed 

in Section 8.2.2 financial constraints can be a limitation that inhibits participation. This 

was a factor that particularly affected students (see also Tab. 8.11, 9). Conversely, 

volunteers often perceived the cost of being involved in archaeological research as being 

less of a problem, in part because they perceived archaeology to be a hobby and most 

hobbies require a certain amount of monetary investment. For example, one volunteer 

described that they had invested: '...Not a lot of money, it’s a good hobby in that respect 

that you only need to get a trowel, most things are provided...' (Tab. 8.11, 7). This view 

was reiterated by another participant who claimed that petrol to travel to site was the 

greatest cost, however, involvement in archaeology was not expensive in terms of 

equipment, they stated: '...Archaeology obviously is a great hobby because the main 

equipment you need a trowel is worth ten quid [pounds] at most...' and '...there can’t be 

many hobbies and pastimes where your equipment costs a tenner and last for five years...' 

(Tab. 8.11, 8). Perhaps, the lack of volunteers mentioning financial issues associated with 

participation may be indicative of the recruitment strategies because individuals who find 
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it difficult to fund may not participate in initiatives and therefore were not recruited for 

this research. 

 The reliance upon funding within research initiatives can limit the number of free 

volunteer opportunities, as it is ‘unfair’ to facilitate free places while requesting students 

to pay participation fees for the purchasing of tools, site conveniences and other 

organisational and on-site overheads: '...When people spoke to me about Lindisfarne I 

pointed them down the Peregrini root if they are local you know because it didn’t seem 

right to charge them to come and dig'  (Tab. 8.11, 9). Participants also highlighted some 

limitations associated with funding in archaeology ‘...we would like Bamburgh to be a full 

year project rather than two months in the summer struggling to get through because we 

don’t have enough money [...]’ (Tab. 8.11, 10) and ‘…the Kaims has volunteering days 

the castle here not so much because we don’t have the money to teach them [volunteers] 

basically!’ (Ibid.). These quotes demonstrate the importance participants placed upon 

funding sources as a key-factor that enables wider engagement by resourcing volunteer 

and outreach opportunities.  

 Similarly, UK academic institutions depend upon external funding sources. Sam 

Turner Head of Historical Studies at Newcastle University reflected upon the sources of 

financial investment to the school and claimed that: '...external funding for research is 

really important for universities’ because it boosts the quality of research funding which 

comes from the government' (Tab. 8.11, 3). Within academia a substantial amount of 

funding is obtained from government bodies such as the Research Council UK and the 

Arts and Humanities trust in addition to a number of external sources such as the 

Leverhulme Trust. As examined in the literature review funding is usually awarded in 

response to individual projects with research aims and objectives. Academic research is 

supported to a lesser extent by student fees, and students are often attracted to 

institutions by their reputational scores on lists such as the Russell Group (see IN92). 

Both streams of funding may have an effect upon the autonomy of University because in 

order to attract funds institutions must produce outstanding research and reputation for 

teaching to fulfil funder's objectives (Section 2.2.2). This may reduce the autonomy of 

academic processes. The implications of this may have a tangible impact upon the 

processes and mechanisms associated with archaeology and influence the direction of 

research.  

 In contrast, the main source of finance for rescue projects derives from 

developers to address schemes that affect archaeological remains (see Section 2.2). As 
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demonstrated in Chapters 5 and 6, since 1990, the quantity of developer-led initiatives 

has significantly contributed to our knowledge about the past; however, the competitive 

tendering process awarding contracts to the lowest bids, which could lead to short-cuts 

in the field through the lack of time and resources allocated to an initiative (Section 2.2). 

Participants occasionally referred to the financial investments that developers made to 

mitigate archaeology as part of the planning process. Narratives portrayed the conflicts 

experienced by both archaeologists and developers in terms of achieving aspired 

objectives. A developer from London who had participated as a volunteer in an 

archaeological project, described the financial conflict faced by non-profit developers: 

‘…[within construction] your economic model depends on being able to build out and 

flog [sell] on really quickly and the less time you allow for archaeology the better...' and  

‘...you will have a choice fundamentally between your desire to help present [people 

through building affordable housing] or future humans and your desire to give 

archaeologists the maximum time' (Tab. 8.12, 1). This participants suggests that the 

presence of archaeology on a site has a negative impact by introducing additional costs in 

terms of time and money that could delay developments conducted by non-profit 

organisations that reinvest profits in creating more social housing (Ibid.). This view was 

supported by a planning consultant who commented: ‘...most developers see the 

archaeology to be a cost and would not wish for that information to be widely shared for 

the fear that it would create actual costs and costs in terms of time...’ (Tab. 8.12, 2). The 

conflict between developers and archaeology was described by one participant who 

stated: ‘…working in the commercial sector we had to sort of try to justify this [value of 

archaeological practice] a lot to developers because you know it [archaeology] is 

essentially a cost that doesn’t really have a value to them or an immediate value...’ (Tab. 

8.12, 3). While the above quotes suggest that developers often perceive the impact of 

archaeology to be a hindrance to construction schemes, other participants highlighted 

companies that value the presence of archaeological remains. For instance, an 

archaeological officer commented: 'I think that a lot of developers see archaeology as a 

stalling point to their development...' and '[but] often you find that the mineral 

companies can see the benefits [of archaeology] for education, for engaging with the 

surrounding local residents and also it shows that they are doing the right thing it is good 

PR for them' (Tab. 8.12, 4). This quote suggests that some developers are using 

archaeology to build stronger relationships with local communities that may be impacted 

by large quarry schemes. It can be seen that while archaeology may be perceived to have 
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a negative economic impact for developers, it can also create positive benefits in terms of 

enhancing companies’ reputations and to demonstrate corporate responsibility (see also 

Section 6.4).  

 

Table 8.12 Developer-led funding in archaeology  
ID. Quote: 
1 ‘…the price of land is so high you take short-term money to pay the cost of land 

so you take a short-term loan at a very high interest rate which particularly as the 
economy is working at the moment, it will be a very high interest rate [...] the value 
of land [may] plummet so that money is really highly geared and therefore your 
economic model depends on being able to build out and flog [sell] on really 
quickly and the less time you allow for archaeology the better so I bet you guys 
must be under immense pressure to do it [fieldwork] too quickly.’ 
and  
'So normal commercial development you’re obviously trying to wring as much 
money out of it in order to make your maximum profit. In our terms we have two 
takes on it, the first is to push up the availability of affordable housing [...] and 
secondly, the profit out of the business gets recycled into the up-rise charities 
within the communities that we create. Now anything therefore that affects the 
commercial viability of business is going to have a cost in human terms because 
either we have less money to reinvest into a city which needs affordable housing 
desperately or it means we can do less in terms of funding a new school or 
whatever it is in development so you will have a choice fundamentally between 
your desire to help present or future humans now and your desire to give 
archaeologists the maximum time. […] I mean you [the researcher] have a 
difference in what your ultimate moral compass is about and mine is pragmatically 
going to be about here is a person in need of a house so I am going to give them a 
house [...] it’s easy when it is a really dead important site and there’s some really 
important archaeology coming out of it. If it was a site like the one [the Heugh, 
Lindisfarne] that we were digging over there I would have no difficulty [investing 
in archaeology]’ FG26, Consultant and Volunteer, Anon. 

2 ‘…I don’t think any of us belittle the importance of the archaeology but the real 
issue is that imposes a cost on the developer, the landowner...’ 
and  
‘The interesting one there is that most developers see the archaeology to be a cost 
and would not wish for that information to be widely shared for the fear that it 
would create actual costs and costs in terms of time.’ IN13, Planning 
Consultant, A. Creedy. 

3 ‘…working in the commercial sector we had to sort of try to justify this [value of 
archaeology] a lot to developers because you know it is essentially a cost that 
doesn’t really have a value to them or an immediate value [...]. So I think what you 
are paying for is knowledge, so commercial archaeology is… we are in the 
knowledge business, so you can’t just have someone turn up saying 'we have 
found loads of pot,' it’s like so what does that mean? What is its significance? 
which is why you need archaeologists, and archaeologists who understand what 
the significance is of something you know? [...]. So I guess that kind of sounds a 
bit vague so it’s basically knowledge is what you are paying for, you can’t just have 
anyone do this so you need archaeologists to come out to ensure that something 
isn’t destroyed and that stuff isn’t lost because it is a finite resource and once it is 
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gone it is gone, so yeah I think there is a value [associated with archaeology] and I 
think it is a social value as well.’ PIN1, Anon. Site Media officer. 

4 'I think that a lot of developers see archaeology as a stalling point to their 
development and they see it as a bad thing, an inconvenience whereas often you 
find that the minerals companies can see the benefits for education, for engaging 
with the surrounding local residents and also it shows that they are doing the right 
thing [so] it is good PR for them. So we have has a number of large open cast 
schemes where the developer has allowed an open day for members of the public 
to come along and usually it is the mining companies who welcome the sort of 
glossy publications...' IN104, Archaeology Officer, J. Morrison. 

 

In addition to the economic benefits associated with volunteer, academic and 

commercial archaeology, participants occasionally referred to the positive and negative 

impacts of tourism a theme that is discussed extensively in existing literature (Section 2.). 

For example, one participant commented: '...all of the heritage attractions across the 

north-east are all doing really well and that reflects an underlying interest of society in 

heritage...' (Tab. 8.13, 1). While another stated: '...what is the mainstay of this countries 

tourism? It’s not beaches because we haven’t got any sun, it’s historic monuments 

because we have a lot of them' (Tab. 8.13, 2 see also 3). These quotes suggests that 

archaeology and heritage are perceived to be important drivers behind Britain's tourism 

industry a view that is supported by English Heritage who have demonstrated the impact 

of heritage tourism upon local businesses, residents and visitors in annual reviews and 

commissioned reports (for example English Heritage 2005; 2008; 2010; 2012 and eftec 

2014). For instance, English Heritage's Heritage Counts (HC) annual survey provides an 

insight into the economic impact of heritage (Ibid). The survey argues that heritage assets 

have a positive impact upon local economies by attracting visitors as for every £1.0 

invested there is a local economy benefit of £1.6 over ten years (English Heritage 2010). 

Financial values associated with tourism and museums were perceived to provide 

important metrics by one participant because it can convey the economic impact of 

archaeology (Tab. 8.13, 4). This participant also identified that the biggest limitation with 

archaeology is the time-delay from excavation to displaying artefacts in museums: '...the 

journey from being dug up and put into public view is pretty torturous drawn out and so 

it is hard to assign value in terms that a lot of people would recognise' (Tab. 8.13, 3). This 

quote suggests that the impact of archaeology in terms of tourism may not be realised 

until a significant period after an archaeological event. As discussed in Section 6.2, the 

value of knowledge produced from archaeology may have a delayed impact and 
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therefore, may not be recognised by impact assessments, which focus on more 

immediate impact returns (Chapter 6).   

 

Table 8.13 The economic value of tourism 
 
ID. Quote: 
1 'Well it’s [archaeology's] value is very, very significant, how you measure that I am 

not certain but all of the heritage attractions across the north-east are all doing 
really well and that reflects an underlying interest of society in heritage. We just 
have to keep feeding that [interest] we’ve got to keep stimulating that and I think 
that there is a danger that it is too easy to go with the demographic that you’ve 
worked with over the last twenty years which is the active retired people who visit 
sites and go to the National Trust or English Heritage sites on the wall [Hadrian's 
Wall] and I think the challenge is to widen that and broaden that and diversify that.' 
IN97, Company Director, D. Heslop. 

2 ‘…what is the mainstay of this countries tourism? It’s not beaches because we 
haven’t got any sun, it’s historic monuments because we have a lot of them. If you 
just look along Hadrian’s Wall there are a multitude of standing buildings and 
monument standing there.  Half of what we actually know about them or how we 
interpret them and even the remains that still stand and have been excavated would 
not have been there without archaeologists and if you’re looking for a practical 
viewpoint it’s something that has added value that you can sell. So if you have land 
that you don’t know what to do with it and clear it for development and find 
archaeology you can then turn that into a tourist attraction and run it for a high 
price.' PIN4, Undergraduate Student, Anon.  

3 'And in some areas, that knowledge brings more tourists it brings more 
people to that area and it's more knowledge that we have...' IN69, Field 
Archaeologist, J. Beaty. 

4 'I think that part of the problem is that for a lot of people you need to put a 
financial value onto something for it to really count and you can for 
archaeology to some extent because you can say it is feeding into museums, 
visits and tourism and all that kind of thing, but it is quite a long, it can be 
quite a long gap between the two things unless it is something like the 
Staffordshire hoard something like that you can make a pretty obvious and 
fast connection but for most archaeology the journey from being dug up 
and put into public view is pretty torturous drawn out and so it is hard to 
assign value in terms that a lot of people would recognise.' IN111, 
Archaeologist, R. Grahame. 

5 '...I was on holiday in Guernsey this summer and went into the local 
museum and they had quite a lot of archaeology including something about 
raising [cough] a Roman ship which was in the harbour [...] and they had a 
little TV presentation...' IN67, Volunteer, L.Chadd. 

6 Interviewee 63: 'And also we go on archaeological holidays as well.'  
Interviewer: 'Oh wow, like where too? ' 
Interviewee 62: 'We’ve been on an [company name] holiday to Italy very, very 
expensive and we’ve been on lots of other holidays which weren’t so expensive to 
Pompeii and Herculaneum and places like that.'  
Interviewee 63: 'Turkey' 
Interviewee 62: 'We went to Turkey and places'  
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Interviewee 63: 'And we really enjoy going on the Arch and Arch [The 
Architectural and Archaeological Society of Durham and Northumberland] long 
weekends which is now six days [...]'  
Interviewee 62: 'We don’t do other holidays this is all of the holidays that we do 
instead of holidays.'  
Interviewee 63: 'And we’ve been down to the Cotswolds to see some 
Roman Villas and that was something that we just saw online and got 
involved in that, so yeah it’s most of our time and then we read a lot about it 
as well.' FG54, Volunteer, Anon.  

7 '...if I hadn’t been involved in archaeology for the last four years I don’t think I 
wouldn’t have done a trip, a friend and I did a trip right down to Portsmouth just 
to see the Mary Rose. You know, so we spent a whole day just going around 
museums and especially the Mary Rose and that was just fascinating how they dug, 
well saved all of those artefacts from the bottom of sea you know and that is 
marine archaeology isn’t it? And, but I wouldn’t have done that but I was happy to 
do that because it was part of my peaked interest, you know?' 
IN30, Volunteer, Anon. 

 
The majority of participant's references to the impact of archaeological tourism focused 

upon personal intangible experiences associated with visiting heritage sites and museums. 

This contrasts to the quantity of literature that emphasises the impact of heritage sites in 

terms of the benefits and challenges experienced by local communities (Section 2.4.2). 

For example, one participant commented: '...I was on holiday in Guernsey this summer 

and went into the local museum and they had quite a lot of archaeology' (Tab. 8.13, 5). 

Other volunteers reflected upon the sites that they had visited as part of the Architectural 

and Archaeological Society of Durham and Northumberland's annual excursions, they 

stated: 'And we really enjoy going on the Arch and Arch long weekends which is now six 

days...' (Tab. 8.13, 6). Involvement in archaeology was directly identified as the catalyst 

behind one participant choosing to visit heritage attractions, they said: '...if I hadn’t been 

involved in archaeology for the last four years I don’t think I wouldn’t have done a trip, a 

friend and I did a trip right down to Portsmouth just to see the Mary Rose...' (Tab. 8.13, 

3). These quotes demonstrate the personal impact of being able to experience 

archaeology through heritage tourism. As discussed in Section 8.2, participants frequently 

identified visiting heritage sites or in-progress excavations as the catalyst behind their 

personal interest in archaeology, however the economic benefit of archaeology was 

mainly discussed in terms of funding rather than tourism. This suggests that the 

economic benefit from tourism was not perceived to be a central impact by participants.  
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8.4.2 In-kind Investment 

In-kind investments such as contribution to an initiative via labour, time, specialist skills, 

resources and personal expenses were occasionally discussed within transcripts. The 

most frequently mentioned form of in-kind investment was considered to be unpaid 

time. This was demonstrated in Section 8.2 in terms of limitations upon participation 

because of the time required to participate, in addition to personal commitments. The 

pilot questionnaire demonstrated that many participants significantly contributed to 

archaeological projects through engagement in multiple initiatives.  

 
Figure 8.14 In-kind investments in archaeology 
ID. Quote: 
1 ‘… I’d love to be a sort of field archaeologist but the pay is god-awful. Like if you 

compare say a manager at [Café chain], and a site manager, a site manager gets, if 
lucky thirty grand, a year, at [Café chain] a manager earns forty grand. [...] in this 
country there is no incentive to go into archaeology unless you genuinely really 
love the [work] which is why people go into fieldwork there’s no other reason for 
you to do it as a profession and it is something that is really quite a necessary thing 
for people to do.’ 
PIN4, Anon. Undergraduate Student. 

2 'I have had to buy new cars because I am driving up and down the length and 
breadth of the country, you know. I did get expenses back but it doesn’t really 
cover the wear and tear on the car so you have to buy new ones. And so obviously 
you’ve got to pay for your food, you don’t necessarily get expenses for this that or 
the other but then it does put strains on relationships as well. If you’re up and 
down the country you are away for weeks on ends sometimes. It can put a real 
strain on relationships with friend, partners and things like that so you know there 
is a cost there as well because you are constantly away. So yeah I think that there is 
a social cost as well if you like. And of course there is also the developers who 
don’t like it and you have to deal with them all the time and so there is also a cost 
to people liking you if that can be gauged.' 
PIN1, Site Media Coordinator, Anon. 

3 ‘…when the recession hit there was no longer local work so rather than lay people 
off it meant getting work all around the country. So 2007 of course my first-born. 
So what it meant was that I was away for the first couple of years so to me that 
was a big impact but it was either that or not work. So yes it had an impact upon 
me but from a personal level rather than a work level.’ 
IN12, Director, T.Liddell. 

4 ‘…ideally we try to marry off as far as we can a really good skills set of field 
excavation with close connections with universities who can bring in all of this 
academic, you know, the cutting edge of what is possible you know isotopic 
analysis of teeth, thin section analysis all sort of things that no commercial dig 
would ever think of funding.’  
PIN5, Project Director, G. Young. 
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In addition to in-kind investments of time, career archaeologists also discussed the 

personal sacrifices that they associated with archaeology such as poor wages and being 

away from family and friends. For example, one participant reflected upon the sacrifices 

that they made to pursue archaeology: ‘…I’d love to be a sort of field archaeologist but 

the pay is god-awful. Like if you compare say a manager at [Café chain], and a site 

manager, a site manager gets, if lucky thirty grand, a year, at [Café chain] a manager earns 

forty grand [...] in this country there is no incentive to go into fieldwork’ (Tab. 8.14, 1). 

This suggests that people who pursue careers in archaeology may have to accept living 

on lower wages than individuals with alternate occupations an issue recognised in 

existing literature (Flatman 2011). Personal sacrifices in terms of relationships with family 

and friends were also associated with having a career in archaeology, for instance one 

career archaeologist commented: '...it does put strains on relationships as well. If you’re 

up and down the country you are away for weeks on ends sometimes...' (Tab. 8.14, 2) 

and another described:  

 

‘…when the recession hit there was no longer local work so rather than lay 
people off it meant getting work all around the country. So 2007 of course 
my first-born. So what it meant was that I was away for the first couple of 
years so to me that was a big impact but it was either that or not work...’ 
(Tab. 8.14, 3).  

 

These quotes suggest that people who pursue careers in archaeology make in-kind 

investments through the sacrifices that they make. These kinds of personal sacrifices are 

not always recognised by employers or indeed, impact assessments which contrasts 

significantly to the way that in-kind investments such as time are collated and measured.  

 Archaeology was perceived by participants to be a benefactor of investment 

rather than contributing economically, except in terms of tourism. The above accounts 

did not always refer to tourism in the sense of economic benefit; rather, they highlighted 

people's enjoyment and experiences associated with visiting heritage attractions. 

Participants more commonly focused upon their own experiences of both in-kind and 

financial investment rather than broader economic trends. This suggests that participants 

involved in this research did not identify economic benefits as a central impact of 

archaeological research and practice. These findings contrast with the agendas described 

in the literature review (Section 2.3.2).  
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8.5 Processes, Collaboration and Impact 

Participants often described the archaeological processes that they had experienced. This 

was identified in the pilot interviews to provide indicative insights into the context of 

participant's perceptions and therefore, subsequent interviewees were asked to describe 

their job roles and, or association with archaeology (Tab. 8.15, 1). It became apparent 

that many participants described working with other sectors and collaborative processes 

associated with job roles. For instance, a HER officer stated: '...we spend quite a lot of 

time talking to planners and people about planning applications side of stuff but they are 

probably the people that we deal with most in the council...' (Tab. 8.15, 2). While a plant 

operator described their job role in an evaluation, stating: '...I’ve been fetched in by [a 

Civil Engineering Company] to drive the machine... and basically do anything that is 

asked by the archaeologists...' (Tab. 8.15, 3). They proceeded to describe the on-site 

collaborative process: '...they've [the site foreman and archaeologists] been marking up 

trenches and I’ve been digging them out. The archaeologists have been recording 

whatever’s in there and I’ve been backfilling them...' (Ibid.). These, and other quotes, 

indicate that within archaeology there is often collaboration between the different sub-

sectors of archaeology, construction professionals, and as demonstrated in Section 8.2, 

local residents through engagement strategies.   

 

Table 8.15 The value of collaboration 
ID. Quote: 
1 'I am a HER heritage officer which is split between actually maintaining the 

historic environment event record and answering enquiries from members of the 
public, from consultants, professionals. And the other part of my job, the heritage 
side I suppose is managing case-load and case-work for conservation officers, 
building conservation officers.' IN107, HER officer, Anon.  

2 '... we are quite specialist in the council so we spend quite a lot of time talking to 
planners and people about planning applications side of stuff but they are probably 
the people that we deal with most in the council. We do do a bit of stuff with the 
landscape people on the countryside elements of stuff. But usually it is not 
collaborative as such but comparing notes before we give advice rather than all of 
us get together to deliver a project as such.' 
and 
 '...we have recently collaborated with the record office as part of the Durham at 
War project [...] that is a HLF funded project so we helped with the bid, there was 
some start up money to get the bid going which involved us hiring people and 
enhancing the HER and then providing records to the system because it is an 
online map system for recording WWI stuff and more recently we have run a kind 
of one day LiDAR school, day school in conjunction with that project and that has 
spun off.'  
and  
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'... other members of the team particularly [archaeologist] has been involved in 
things like Binchester which has involved team work with the university and the 
Arch and Arch and things like that. The Altogether Archaeology project as well 
which has involved the AONB and a volunteer project to do various projects [...] 
and also Limestone Landscapes as well. When we collaborate it is usually because 
we’ve been able to get a resource externally to kind of fund that collaboration 
rather than being able to do it… usually we only have a limited capacity to do that 
just in our day-to-day stuff.'  
IN106, Historic Environment Officer, N. Boldrini. 

3 'My jobs been to excavate trenches for a... I believe is it a pre-planning [...] a pre-
planning application yeah, I’ve been fetched in by [a Civil Engineering Company] 
to drive the machine... and basically do anything that is asked by the 
archaeologists.' 
and 
'[Archaeologist name] and [Foreman name]. [Foreman name] is for [Civil 
Engineering Company] and [archaeologist] is the archaeologist on the job and 
they’ve been marking up trenches and I’ve been digging them out. The 
archaeologists have been recording whatever’s in there and I’ve been backfilling 
them and making them look good.' IN11, Plant Operator, Anon.  

4 'So I have the last several years conducted my own archaeological research but 
critical to that is collaborating not just with local community groups and potential 
audiences but also with academics, professionals and know how in related fields in 
terms of making sure that my standards and my research methodologies and my 
research goals all fit into what are seen as relevant and priorities, so that’s the 
personal research' IN100, Heritage Consultant, P.Frodsham. 

5 'If you look at it in transactional analysis terms, we’ve [Altogether Archaeology] 
gone from a parent child to an adult-to-adult relationship between us and 
archaeologists. [...] You know the idea that the relationships between people are, 
you can be parent-child or you can be adult-adult and if you’re in a parent to child 
type relationship with someone it doesn’t necessarily mean you’re a parent and 
they’re a child or visa-a-versa or you might be their boss or whatever, but you get 
the most valuable outputs when it is an adult to adult relationship so you can 
discuss things, argue things on equal terms, agree plans together. Whereas parent 
to child relationship basically you whinge that you want something done and then 
they tell you what to do then you do it and they get annoyed if they don’t do it 
properly. And that’s not really a proactive way of doing things, particularly if 
you’re doing something like archaeology which is really quite a subtle business 
there’s always going to be a lot of opinions and thoughts from people.' IN47, 
Volunteer, M.Green. 

 

As demonstrated in Sections 6.4 and 8.2, operational contexts associated with 

archaeological sub-sectors can have an impact upon the processes of dissemination and 

engagement strategies used. The value of sub-sector collaboration was reflected upon by 

one participant who commented: '[I have] conducted my own archaeological research 

but critical to that is collaborating not just with local community groups and potential 

audiences but also with academics, professionals and know how in related fields' (Tab. 

8.15, 4). This suggests that the process of collaboration has a positive impact within 
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archaeology in term of sharing experiences and knowledge. A volunteer highlighted the 

benefits of collaboration with career archaeologists in terms of 'transactional analysis'. 

They cited the developing relationship between Altogether Archaeology and 

archaeologists as beneficial for equipping the group with skills to pursue independent 

research: 'If you look at it in transactional analysis terms, we’ve [Altogether Archaeology] 

gone from a parent-child to an adult-to-adult relationship between us and archaeologists' 

(Tab. 8.15, 5). Therefore, training volunteers through collaboration has enabled them to 

have the skills necessary to actively monitor and survey archaeological features that are 

not explored through commercial or academic projects (see also Section 7.3). In Section 

5 the operational contexts associated with archaeology, in terms of academic, volunteer 

and developer-led initiatives create a series of opportunities and challenges that influence 

the location of projects and engagement strategies (see Section 8.2). Collaborations 

between sub-sectors and onsite partnerships have resulted in volunteers being 

increasingly skilled and able to conduct research in locations often outside of developer-

led and academic remits. 

 

Table 8.16 Collaborative processes in archaeology  

ID. Quote: 
1 We set up our research project and not for profit and starting to pair up with 

Newcastle and Durham initially and now we have connections with Edinburgh and 
Stirling and then you see the other academic side of archaeology much more 
closely the academic scientific rigor you know analysis can bring to site. So ideally 
we try to marry off as far as we can a really good skills set of field excavation with 
close connections with universities who can bring in all of this academic, you 
know, the cutting edge of what is possible you know isotopic analysis of teeth, thin 
section analysis all sort of things that no commercial dig would ever think of 
funding. We get the opportunity to partner up with universities to bring that level 
of expertise into our project you get to see both sides of it so that. It’s a privileged 
position because I am one of the directors so it’s like the spider at the centre of the 
web speaking to all of these people so that is part of the education of best practice 
in all basically meeting the best people and picking their brains.' PIN5, Director, 
G. Young. 

2 'We set that up as a project for a couple of years but it’s really now reflected in our 
call work where our volunteers look at, they are responsible for surveying, 
condition monitoring trained to do condition monitoring on Scheduled 
Monuments and then obviously as part of my role with the Heritage at Risk 
project at English Heritage is to look at the kind of management issues that we 
need to address on specific sites again the environment and farm rolls responding 
to consultations for Countryside Stewardships is a big role providing general 
advice to anybody In the National Park if they have a query regarding a Heritage 
Asset either designated or non-designated so there is a lot of customer focus 
work.' IN74, Heritage Manager, C. Jones. 
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3 'We have had a mixture of people some people have kind of come from us and 
said that they’re happy to give us a talk. We’ve got quite a nice relationship with 
the Oriental Museum so we’ve been down there for object handling and [Curator] 
came and gave us a talk. Somebody, because I know and quite a lot of people 
know [Archaeologist] from Vindolanda who was quite happy to come and give a 
talk and like today we’ve had someone from Auckland Castle come and that was 
more about how they are moving forward over the next few years but I think that 
is important as well because it also show that history and archaeology is not a static 
thing, it is something that is moving forward and we’ve not just going to look at 
things from thousands of years ago.' IN105, Tutor, J. Shoebridge. 

 

Collaboration with external organisations through in-kind investment of specialist skills 

can also make a significant contribution to the progression of archaeological research. 

For instance Alastair Fraser from No Man’s Land Archaeology described the generosity 

of a company for conducting geophysics in advance of fieldwork to support the Cocken 

Hall excavation project (IN88). While Graeme Young from the Bamburgh Research 

Project described the value of specialists contributing to the research project by using 

their own skill sets without requesting payment '…ideally we try to marry off as far as we 

can a really good skills set of field excavation with close connections with universities 

who can bring in all of this academic, you know, the cutting edge of what is possible...’ 

(Tab. 8.16, 1). Collaborations between sectors and organisations can create greater 

positive impacts from research, this was demonstrated in the collaboration between Pre-

construct Archaeology Limited (PCA) and Durham University. In 2010 PCA were 

commissioned by a property developer to exhume a former Quaker burial ground used 

between 1711 and 1829 at Coach Lane in North Shields (Proctor et al 2016, 1). In total 

236 articulated skeletons were recorded, excavated and analysed providing insights into 

the burial ground, coffins and fittings, health of the population and broader contextual 

insights (Ibid.,6). PCA collaborated with Durham University's archaeology department 

and arranged to deposit the skeletal remains for further study before repatriation and 

reburial. This arrangement enabled the complete burial assemblage to be studied in-depth 

by both Master of Science and PhD paleopathology students for dissertations topics 

(Plomp et al 2015; Proctor et al 2016; Roberts et al 2016; Tancock 2014). These included 

identifying the victims of domestic abuse in the archaeological record and congenital 

defects in 18th and 19th century populations from rural and urban north-east England 

(Proctor et al 2016, 191-9). Summaries of these dissertations are available in the 

monograph (Ibid.). This collaboration increased the level of post-excavation research 

conducted on the assemblage and the knowledge procured. In addition, the excavation 

provided a complete burial assemblage for students to study and learn from (Ibid.). The 
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collaboration between a commercial unit and university can be seen to have a mutually 

beneficial impact in terms of knowledge sharing and co-production. The impact of 

archaeology can be enhanced through collaborations that utilise the opportunities 

available in other sub-sectors and allow significant archaeological discoveries to benefit 

beyond the constraints of the operational contexts that they are placed within. 

 Collaboration with volunteers between heritage bodies can also be seen to have 

an impact on increasing archaeological knowledge. Chris Jones from Northumberland 

National Park described volunteers input into stewardship of heritage commenting: 'We 

set that up as a project for a couple of years but it’s really now reflected in our call work 

where our volunteers look at, they are responsible for surveying, condition monitoring 

trained to do condition monitoring on Scheduled Monuments' (Tab. 8.16, 2). The value 

of creating partnerships with different commercial units was also highlighted, for 

instance a Working Education Association (WEA) teacher reflected upon the value of 

collaborations as part of teaching, stating:  

 

'We’ve got quite a nice relationship with the Oriental Museum so we’ve 
been down there for object handling and [Curator] came and gave us a 
talk. Somebody, because I know and quite a lot of people know 
[Archaeologist] from Vindolanda who was quite happy to come and give 
a talk and like today we’ve had someone from Auckland Castle...' (Tab. 
8.16, 3) 

  

Collaboration between the sub-sectors has decreased the divide between 'professionals' 

and 'volunteers'. The relationship between people and archaeology is more complex than 

the traditional facilitator-benefactor model as demonstrated through the accounts 

presented in this thesis that portray an empowered volunteer sub-sector that undertakes 

research with less dependency upon academic and career archaeologists.  

 Operational constraints associated with archaeological sub-sectors can be seen to 

limit the potential for impact creation; for instance, the following two examples describe 

the outcomes associated with a rescue project and a research-led initiative. Human 

remains were discovered in unconventional burial contexts during developer-led 

excavations at the Angel Inn in Corbridge, Northumberland in 2007 and during research-

led excavations at a barrack block at Vindolanda Roman fort in 2010 (Liddell 2007; 

Wainwright 2010). The impacts produced by these discoveries vary significantly because 

of the operational contexts and the causal mechanisms associated with each intervention. 

The Angel Inn initiative was initially conducted as a watching-brief to fulfil planning 
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conditions prior to development, however, was transformed into an excavation after the 

discovery of substantial medieval masonry and human remains (Liddell 2007, 8). These 

discoveries had implications upon the cost of the project in terms of both archaeological 

contractor fees and disruption of the 'critical path' of pre-arranged site development 

strategy (Ibid.). The discovery of human remains was reported in local newspapers 

however did not attract and sustain interest to the same extent as the discovery at 

Vindolanda (Compson 2007; Green 2007). Vindolanda operates as a charitable trust that 

aims to research, excavate and preserve archaeological remains and disseminate research 

through educational outlets and public displays (Vindolanda 2017, url). The discovery of 

human remains received significant local, national and international press attention and 

was the subject of a National Geographic televised documentary (see BBC 2010; 

BBC2012; Cumbria Crack 2012; Henderson, 2014; The Journal 2013; Wainwright 2010). 

In addition, the remains were put on display in Vindolanda's Cheterholm museum and 

incorporated into an exhibition at the Roman Army Museum. Comparison of the 

impacts associated with these two initiatives highlights the influence of operational 

context and causal mechanisms upon the outcomes of discoveries. Operational contexts 

provide a range of opportunities and challenges that can enhance or impair the 

sustainability of the impacts associated with an initiative.  

 Collaboration between sub-sectors of archaeology can also be seen to help 

mitigate sector limitations by enabling more mechanisms associated with an 

archaeological initiative. This is particularly evident in the analysis of post-excavation 

mechanisms for instance, in November 2013, Archaeological Research Services prior to 

the development of Palace Green Library in Durham came across the unexpected 

discovery of two mass graves (Annis 2013; 2015). Through collaboration with the 

academics and in house specialists, the university were able to gain a significant amount 

of knowledge about the 17th century soldiers who were transported to Durham after the 

Battle of Dunbar (Gerrard et al 2018). This included isotopic analysis of strontium, 

oxygen and lead, radiocarbon dating and bone analysis (Ibid.). Throughout the project, 

details of the findings have been disseminated through press releases (BBC 2013; BBC 

2015; Miller 2015; Henderson 2017; BBC 2017a; BBC 2017b). In addition, there has 

been a series of lectures that have presented this research to a wider audience (IN98). 

This has created local, national and international significance in particular for people 

interested about the past and individuals who have an ancestral link to the battle (Ibid.). 

While these mechanisms create impact in terms of knowledge, interest, identity and sense 
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of place, the strategies adopted by the collaborative team have paved the way towards a 

more sustainable impact. This has been achieved with proactive engagement through 

consultation periods with the public in Durham and Dunbar to inform decisions about 

whether the remains should be repatriated to Scotland or be reburied close to Durham 

Cathedral (IN98). Subsequent research has resulted in the facial reconstruction of one of 

the skulls found during the excavation providing a more relatable image of one of the 

soldiers (Gerrard 2018, 76-7; see also IN72). As discussed in Section 6.3 visual 

representations of the past can help people to further understand the narratives that are 

constructed from archaeological research. In addition, in 2017 a permanent memorial 

plaque was installed at the site where the mass graves were found and in 2018 there was a 

temporary exhibition at Palace Green (BBC2017; Fig. 8.1). This example demonstrates 

the importance of the causal mechanisms associated with archaeological research in 

terms of research, post-excavation analysis, dissemination and presentation (see Chapter 

7). The extensive investment in ensuring not only dissemination but also collaboration 

with stakeholders to tackle the ethical implications of the discovery will hopefully create 

a sustainable impact on how people understand the implications of the Battle of Dunbar 

and Durham's history. This exemplifies the impacts that can be created when 

archaeological remains are studied beyond the basic requirements of developer-led 

initiatives and the value of collaboration between sub-sectors. 

 

8.6 Summary  

The impact of archaeological research and practice is not necessarily the product of the 

tangible and intangible markers of past events but the processes and pathways that 

enable people to engage with archaeology. As suggested in Chapter 7, tangible and 

intangible impacts such as health and wellbeing are directly associated with people being 

able to directly participate in initiatives. Section 8.5 suggests that collaboration between 

organisations can bridge the operational limitations associated with archaeological sub-

sectors and enable the creation of greater impact returns in terms of knowledge, 

dissemination and engagement. Impact can be seen to be a product created in part 

through people's perceptions about archaeology in addition to the causal mechanisms 

that contemporary people associate with archaeological initiatives. In this Chapter, 

economic investment was identified as instrumental in facilitating initiatives creating an 

impact in archaeology. The economic impact of archaeology, however, was only 
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recognised in terms of contributions towards heritage tourism. As outlined in Chapter 6 

archaeological remains have an intrinsic value knowledge production, sharing and 

teaching this chapter, however, highlights the complementary influence of causal-

mechanisms.  
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Chapter 9 

Conclusion and Future Research 

 

9.1 Conclusion  

This thesis presents an insight into the impacts associated with archaeological research 

and practice in the north-east of England in a reflexive evaluation of the geographical, 

temporal and sub-sector contexts (Chapters 2, 4 and 5). Qualitative insights 

demonstrated multi-dimensional perspectives on the sector (Chapters 6, 7 and 8).  In 

addition this research highlights a series of key themes that expose the opportunities and 

challenges of archaeological research and practice. This closing chapter summarises key 

themes including the diversity of perceptions of impact; the value of knowledge 

production, use and dissemination; societal benefits and impact pathways. In addition, a 

series of recommendations are outlined on how to enhance the relationship between the 

archaeological sector and impact agendas. This chapter concludes with a reflection of the 

strengths and weaknesses of this research project and outlines a series of 

recommendations for future initiatives.  

9.2 The Impact of Archaeology  

This thesis reveals the complexity of measuring the impact of archaeological research and 

practice. Diverse insights on the benefits and challenges experienced by academics, 

volunteers and commercial archaeologists highlight the importance of acknowledging a 

multiplicity of perceptions and the positive and negative impacts captured in evaluations. 

Despite recognition of the subjectivity of the term impact and the value placed upon the 

multiplicity of narratives within reflexive analyses (Everill 2009; Cooper and Yarrow 

2012; Hodder 2003; Laidler 2010; Smith et al 2010), impact assessments often present 

cohesive one-dimensional accounts, that fail to identify and explore both positive and 

negative outcomes (Epstein et al 2014, 3; Karl 2011; McIntosh 1999; Ramsey et al 2008, 

913; Robb 1998; Martin 2011, 249). For instance, the therapeutic value of archaeological 

research and practice is demonstrated here to be simultaneously positive and negative 

(Section 7.4). Pathways that enable participation in archaeology provide a positive impact 

upon wellbeing by facilitating social engagement, teamwork, camaraderie, mental 

stimulus and physical benefits such as improved fitness. Conversely, the physical 

demands of excavations can produce negative outcomes such as strains and fatigue for 
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some participants. It is therefore problematic to portray impact as a one-dimensional 

phenomenon; rather, it is a multi-layered, contextually dependent outcome assigned to 

initiatives by stakeholders.  

 The impacts associated with archaeological research and practices are subjective 

and based on the dynamic values that contemporary people ascribe to the sector. For 

example, Chapters 6, 7 and 8 highlight the complex relationship between people and 

archaeology. This complexity is challenging to capture within impact assessments when 

they focus upon select indicators linked only to societal, economic and cultural outputs. 

These may not reflect the same values esteemed by professional and local stakeholders 

(for instance Cooper and Yarrow 2012; Laidler 2010; Lowenthal and Binney 1981; 

Mapunda and Lane 2004; Martin 2011, 249-50; Merriman 2004; Parker Pearson and 

Ramilisonina 2004; Smith 2006a). The impact agenda can thus fail to meet the needs of 

those directly affected by initiatives, and even disenfranchise local stakeholders by 

neglecting their opinions (for instance Agbe-Davies 2010, 3-4; Bendremer and Richman 

2006; Hodder 2003a, 144-5; Hodder 2003b, 66; Jones 2005; Parker Pearson and 

Ramilisonina 2004). The benefits of incorporating stakeholder perceptions are well 

documented within existing literature and yet the impact drive remains restricted in its 

approach (Altogether Archaeology 2017a, b, c; Atalay 2010; Moore et al; Moser et al 2002; 

Tully 2009, 69).  

 The presentation of singular accounts of impact can limit understanding about 

the value of archaeology. For instance, Cornelius Holtorf (2005, 156) emphasises the 

importance of popular culture and 'archaeo-appeal' and the mechanisms that enable non-

archaeologists to experience the magic of archaeology in terms of adventures, discoveries 

and travel. In this thesis, archaeological practitioners emphasised the value of knowledge 

obtained from archaeological practice and research, popular culture was infrequently 

discussed except in reference to the Time Team television series (Section 6.2 and Tab. 

9.1). Pathways of knowledge exchange such as social media and the Internet were also 

rarely discussed (Section 9.3). The absence of themes Holtorf (2005) credited as 

indicators of the relationship between people and archaeology is potentially indicative of 

the demography of participants involved in this research, perceptions of impact 

represented in this thesis are those of archaeological practitioners rather than non-

archaeologists. This suggests an interesting divergence in perceptions between those who 

have tangibly engaged with archaeology and those who have merely encountered it 

through secondary pathways. This contrast highlights the benefit of understanding the 
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significance that different people assign based upon their knowledge, experiences and 

background. Impact evaluation therefore, should endeavour to recognise a broader 

diversity of perceptions, as prescriptive models of impact assessment may not capture 

the needs and interests of potential stakeholders and users. Emphasis in future 

archaeological research and practice should be placed upon capturing stakeholder 

feedback from a variety of individuals. Likewise by enabling greater involvement in 

developing research agendas, volunteers and others are empowered to take a more active 

role within decision-making processes (see also Section 9.3). Volunteer groups such as 

Altogether Archaeology and Tynedale North of the Wall have increasingly demonstrated 

the benefit of enabling local groups to create agendas and contribute to archaeological 

research through initiatives unlikely to be undertaken by career or academic 

archaeologists because of operational constraints (see Section 9.3). 

  

9.2.1 Impact  o f  Knowledge 

The most common impact identified within this research, was the positive impact of 

knowledge procurement, synthesis and dissemination, regardless of the scale, significance 

or media-worthiness of discoveries (Tab. 9.1). Archaeological data was valued by 

participants because it contributes to the jigsaw of human knowledge by providing data 

that can challenge or support existing narratives, and informs societies' perceptions of 

'who we are'. Participants recognised that archaeological research may not produce 

profound and immediate impact in isolation of other data; however, this was not 

perceived to lessen the value of an endeavour. Rather, participants recognised the latent 

value of stored or curated knowledge and its potential for contributing to an 

understanding about the past in the future. These views highlight the importance of 

archaeological research and practice that does not produce immediate impact returns. It 

also underlines the value of investments that enable the incorporation of grey-literature 

into new narratives (see also Bradley 2007; Fulford and Holbrook 2011; Graves and 

Heslop 2013).  

  

Table 9.1 Knowledge outcomes associated with archaeology 

Impact: Knowledge Production, Authenticity and Dissemination 
1. Archaeological knowledge has an implicit and cumulative value created by its 

contribution to the 'jigsaw' of human understanding about the past. 
2. Archaeological remains were perceived to be authentic sources of evidence that can 
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be used to support, challenge and re-write existing narratives about the past and 
provide anecdotal 'lessons' about human behaviour.  

3. The cumulative value of knowledge is highly regarded even if stored as grey-
literature.  

4. The synthesis of knowledge is a key process that enables the value of collected data 
to be recognised; incorporated into dialogues about the past and reshape 
perceptions. 

5. The transformation of knowledge into accessible narratives enables greater 
inclusivity, however, engaged audiences are often a self-selecting community that 
know how to access unpublished products. 

6. The operational contexts of the different sub-sectors of archaeology effects the 
number of syntheses that are created and potentially hinder the dissemination of 
knowledge obtained from archaeological endeavours. 

7. Participants did not stratify archaeological discoveries by perceived significance 
because they valued the procurement of all types of knowledge. Contentiousness 
remains over the reporting of archaeological sites as 'the most significant' within 
media headlines. 

8. Popularised archaeological products such as television and film can help spark an 
interest in archaeology for instance Time Team has had an enduring legacy that has 
not only engaged new audiences but also contributed to the knowledge about 
archaeology in the region. 

 

As outlined in Table 1.1 (Chapter 1), impact assessments often focus upon select and 

immediate 'high outcomes' that benefit society, the economy and culture, rather than 

long-term sustainable outcomes associated with knowledge procurement and synthesis. 

This focus presents a problem for researchers and practitioners who need to 

demonstrate these impacts to obtain funding. For instance, within academia, the 

REF2014 impact assessment influenced the distribution of £320 million, (20% of £1.6 

billion) of Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) research funds (Chowdhury et al 2016, 

4-5). The distribution of funds based upon a competitive process may inadvertently 

influence universities to adjust practice to increase REF impact scores to obtain greater 

funding and institutional recognition (Martin 2011, 250-1). This research, however, 

demonstrates that archaeological practitioners and those engaged in archaeological 

research and practice primarily value impacts associated with knowledge acquisition in 

addition to the societal and economic benefits of archaeology. Therefore, while impact 

assessments may increase the practitioner focus upon certain outcomes they do not 

necessarily replace the dominant objective of archaeological research and practice.   

 While the accruement of knowledge and the production of syntheses or overview 

publications rarely produce the immediate high-stake benefits desired by policy makers; 

these are outcomes that are valued across the sector. Sharing knowledge through 

publications, dissemination materials, exhibitions, museums, lecture series and popular 
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culture, are identified by all sectors participating in this study as catalytic for sparking and 

maintaining interest in archaeology (Section 6.3.3 and 8.2). This research has identified 

the continual challenge of ensuring that outputs of these kinds are available to diverse 

audiences. All to often such pathways are not present due to limitations in resources, 

time or finances and the lack of space to host exhibitions (Section 6.2.1). These 

challenges were often related with a broad range of operational factors that differed 

between archaeological sub-sectors (see also Chapter 8). Greater investment in such 

pathways would, however, clearly benefit archaeology of all kinds in terms of raising 

awareness and increasing users.  

9.2.2 Socie ta l  Impacts  

Societal benefits identified within this thesis predominantly focus upon the tangible and 

intangible impacts that flow from direct engagement with archaeological research and 

practice (Chapter 7 and Tab. 9.2). Such benefits include references to creating identity, 

rootedness, connectedness with the past, sense of place, stimulation for the imagination, 

social interactions, enhanced emotions and health and wellbeing. Distilling these themes 

reveals a distinction between impacts that depend on an archaeological element of an 

initiative and those that can be observed in other engagement initiatives. For example 

participants saw material culture as a resource that connects people to past populations 

in a tangible way, evoking emotional responses, creating meaning and stimulating 

imaginative interpretations about 'how things were' (see also Gosden and Marshall 1999). 

Participants also assigned personal meanings to archaeological objects such as polished 

hand-axes and well-worn steps (Section 7.2.3). These intangible connections describe a 

closeness between people and the physical past, however the societal impact and value of 

such events or encounters is problematic to demonstrate, measure and compare beyond 

describing anecdotal examples.  

 

Table 9.2 Societal impacts associated with archaeology  

Impact: Societal Impacts of Archaeology 
1. Engagement in archaeology enhanced people's sense of local and national 

identity and creates a sense of rootedness and belonging. 
2. Imaginative representations of archaeology facilitate greater understanding of 

the past producing feelings of empathy and connectedness with past peoples. 
3. Archaeological objects were assigned greater value than deposits, structures or 

heritage sites because they created a sense of connectedness between people and 
the past. 

4. Archaeological knowledge enhances people's sense of place and influences how 
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localities are perceived and experienced. The re-appearance of tangible evidence 
through excavation can increase the longevity of the discovery within 
contemporary consciousness. 

5. Emotive words were used to describe the intangible benefits experienced 
through engagement in archaeology. Volunteers often felt proud for 
contributing and pursuing archaeological research. 

6. Archaeology creates social opportunities to unite people of diverse genders, 
ages, nationalities, occupations, experiences and backgrounds with a shared 
interest.  

7. A shared purpose and camaraderie were credited with creating long-term 
friendships and having a positive benefit to confidence and self-worth. 

8. Competing perceptions of the benefits and challenges associated with mental 
and physical health and archaeology were expressed. Involvement in 
archaeology was credited with encouraging fitness and wellbeing while others 
perceived the physicality of fieldwork as a barrier to participation. 

 

Conversely, societal benefits such as social interactions, enhanced emotional feelings and 

improved health and wellbeing, are in fact less problematic to measure and compare. 

Social interactions with people from different localities, genders, ages, education and 

backgrounds can be quantified through the analysis of questionnaire responses in 

addition to qualitative feedback (Chapter 5 and Section 7.4). As demonstrated in this 

thesis individuals with a shared interest in archaeology are brought together through 

engagement opportunities and archaeology society meetings and lectures. Engagement 

opportunities have a positive impact upon expanding people's personal networks, 

knowledge exchange and feelings of camaraderie. Archaeological research and practice 

can be seen to provide impacts that are exclusive to the sector, in addition to outcomes 

that are shared with other disciplinary facets. Some societal benefits are not mutually 

exclusive within archaeology and are encountered in other volunteer networks engaged in 

conservation and nature management (Handy and Mook 2011; Morrow-Howell et al 

2003; O'Brien et al 2010). Thus some of the societal impacts of archaeological research 

and practice are not the product of engaging with archaeology per se, but reflect the 

processes and pathways of engagement e.g. outdoor volunteering, group work on 

problem solving etc. This emphasises the importance of engagement pathways that 

enable people to interact with archaeological initiatives. In Section 7.2, however, the 

operational limitations within the sub-sectors of archaeology were viewed as inhibitors of 

these kinds of societal impacts.  
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9.2.3 Causal-Mechanisms and Operat ional  Context 

Causal-mechanisms in terms of the pathways that enable engagement and dissemination 

are key for understanding the impacts associated with archaeological practice and 

research (Tab. 9.3). Chapter 6 highlighted the intrinsic values assigned to archaeological 

knowledge and dissemination, however, the societal and economic benefits valued by 

impact assessors often reflect conscious investment in mechanisms aimed at promoting 

and facilitating engagement with research.  

 As demonstrated in Chapter 4, the operational contexts of commercial, academic 

and volunteer archaeology have a fundamental influence upon the geographical 

distribution, funding and quantity of archaeological research. In addition, causal-

mechanisms within the sub-sectors influence the kinds of impacts that can be associated 

with archaeology. For instance the differences between the promotional work of 

Vindolanda Trust and North Pennine Archaeology reveals the importance of the 

processes and pathways used to promote, disseminate and engage people (Section 8.3). 

Sub-sector contexts make it problematic to compare impact (Martin 2011, 249). 

Developer-led initiatives create impact by fulfilling planning conditions that enable 

developments to proceed. For most developers the completion of archaeological works 

is the desired impact not creating societal benefit through dissemination and engagement. 

As discussed in Section 6.3 there are fewer opportunities for smaller commercial units to 

create literature, to disseminate research findings and engage in outreach. In addition, a 

level of stigma and ignorance still pervades which considers archaeology to be a major 

delay to developer initiatives and this discourages developers from wanting discoveries to 

be widely disseminated. By contrast, research initiatives can provide greater opportunities 

to create pathways and processes that result in direct societal impacts. For instance 

volunteer initiatives are often funded by charities such as the HLF that aim to achieve 

societal impacts, and within academia a relatively new emphasis upon impact is driving a 

greater desire for non-academic engagement. Impact assessments create a greater level of 

accountability broadly for the public and agencies that fund academic and volunteer 

endeavours through taxation, donations, visitor fees and lottery participation. Notably 

although within the commercial sector impact assessment is limited in a structured sense, 

commercial units in the north-east regularly engage in additional outreach and 

dissemination processes at personal expense (for instance Fig. 7.1 and 7.2; Durham 

County Council 2006; 2015; 2017; Heslop and McAuley 2011; Proctor and Ridgeway 

2012).  
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Table 9.3 Causal mechanisms  

 Impact: Causal Mechanisms, Processes and Collaborations 
1. Processes that engage people (without an archaeology degree) to contribute, learn 

and enjoy archaeology ensure that individuals are not marginalised from heritage.   
2. Ad-hoc communication between archaeologists and people passing archaeological 

sites is an important pathway to engagement. It was credited with sparking interest 
and encouraging people to volunteer in archaeology, however the outcomes of ad-
hoc pathways are difficult to demonstrate in impact assessments.  

3. Pre-existing interest in history was a primary factor that influenced people's 
decision to engage in archaeology. Visits to archaeological sites were often credited 
as the motivation for subsequent engagement in archaeology. 

4. Recruiting new participants to engage in archaeological initiatives is a challenge 
associated with volunteer projects. The issue of 'who' archaeology is for was 
exemplified because 'community' archaeology often describes individuals involved 
in archaeology through volunteer circuits rather than geographically 'local' 
communities. 

5. Personal circumstances such as the lack of time due to employment and limited 
funds were considered barriers that inhibit participation in archaeology.   

6. Operational constraints associated with archaeological sub-sectors limit the 
potential for impact creation. Collaboration between sub-sectors can mitigate these 
limitations and enhance the impact of archaeology.  

7. It is problematic to compare the impacts associated with sub-sector projects 
because they aim to achieve different objectives and operate within diverse 
geographical and societal contexts.  

8. Financial investments such as developers, internal university stipends, government 
or charity grants, society funds and personal expenditure enable the 
implementation of archaeological initiatives. Participant's expressed gratitude for 
the availability of these funds and concerns about the dependency of archaeology 
upon external investments. 

9. In-kind investments such as time provided in labour; specialist services such as 
laboratory work, use of welfare facilities and personal sacrifices enable projects but 
are poorly recognised as contributors towards archaeological research and practice.  

10. Archaeology was perceived to have a negative economic impact for developers but 
it can also create positive benefits in terms of enhancing companies’ reputation and 
demonstrates a form of corporate responsibility. 

11. Investments in training volunteers have had a long-term impact empowering 
people to pursue research that reflect their agendas rather than those of career and 
academic archaeologists. This challenges the simplistic 'professional' 'amateur' or 
'benefactor' paradigm.  

 

This thesis has also revealed the benefits of sub-sector collaboration that can provide 

mechanisms that enhance the impact of archaeological research and practice and create 

resilience in the profession. Archaeologists have lamented the divisions between the sub-

sectors of archaeology for instance, Richard Bradley (2006, 1) described the divide 

between academic and commercial archaeology as '...so pervasive that it is tempting to 

describe them as two cultures,' and John Carman (1996, 19) argued that divisions within 
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archaeology are unhelpful. This research instead has demonstrated that the different 

operational contexts of volunteer, developer-led and academic archaeologies can be 

beneficial, forcing adaption and collaboration in response to societal challenges (Section 

8.2). For instance, while developer-led archaeology might be perceived as a 'handmaiden' 

of the construction industry, the sub-sector benefits significantly from the opportunities 

and funding made available through developer-led schemes which can facilitate 

community initiatives (Chapter 4). Extensive development across the north-east region 

has situated commercial archaeology as the primary producer of archaeological events 

within HER records. In addition, commercially produced grey-literature significantly 

informs the creation of new archaeological narratives and academic-based research (see 

Bradley 2007; Carman 1996; Dodd 2002; Fulford and Holbrook 2011 and Hodgson et al 

2012). University schemes in the north-east often focus upon initiatives that provide 

desirable knowledge contributions or training opportunities, while volunteer initiatives 

have greater scope to pursue research in areas that may be geographically under-explored 

by the later two sub-sectors (Chapter 4). Thus these separate sectors, although divided, 

are complementary, ensuring archaeology has extensive reach in different ways. The 

diverse agendas of these sub-sectors also allows each to capitalise on different streams of 

financial support creating resilience in the profession as exemplified by the impact of the 

2008 recession upon developer-led archaeology (Fig. 4.3). Collaboration between these 

sectors can open up more opportunities in terms of funding and can mitigate operational 

limitations such as time and budget. In Section 8.3 I described the commercial/academic 

collaborations between Pre-Construct Archaeology and Durham University which 

enabled students to conduct extensive post-excavation analysis of a complete skeletal 

assemblage (Section 8.3). There is need, however, for greater advocacy for the value of 

HERs which have faced a period of uncertainty following an era of financial austerity. 

They are an important lynch-pin between the sub-sectors of archaeology providing a 

dynamic depository that supports research (Section 1.3) but are currently under 

significant threat. HERs should gain greater recognition for their central role of 

underpinning academic, volunteer and developer-led research and practice (Tab. 9.4, 7). 

HERs maintain extensive records about the events that happen within a constituency. 

This 'bank' of knowledge is vital for archaeological research and practice for volunteer, 

academic and developer-led initiatives. Recently however, the employment of specialised 

HER officers has become increasingly under-threat from budget cuts. Greater emphasis 

should be assigned to the importance of HERs for archaeological practitioners. In 
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addition, mechanisms should be engineered to encourage greater use of the knowledge 

HERs can provide, for instance, encouraging students to consult with county 

archaeologists about potential dissertation topics. 

9.2.4 Comparable  s tudies 

The research presented in this thesis focused upon the perceptions of individuals who 

directly engaged in archaeological research and practice. It is, however, important to 

reflect upon the pluralistic ways that the past is understood and engaged with from the 

perspective of individuals who do not have direct involvement in archaeology. This 

importance was demonstrated by Emma Waterton (2005) who explored the diverse ways 

that communities construct relationships with landscapes through the Hareshaw Linn 

community project in Bellingham, Northumberland. Emma's research highlighted the 

conflict between local resident's perceptions and use of the landscape and the National 

Trust's management landscape strategy (Ibid, 310). While local residents engaged with the 

landscape in terms of values, meanings and aspirations associated with the landscape's 

heritage, the National Trust's managerial processes focused upon material and tangible 

elements (Waterton 2005, 316). The latter approach can lead to hegemonic 

understandings of heritage and place inadvertently marginalising the diverse and dynamic 

intangible significances stakeholders associate with place, preventing these views from 

being incorporated into cultural landscape management strategies (Ibid., 318; Moore and 

Tully 2018; Laidler et al 2013). Within archaeology and heritage studies there is an 

inherent danger of universalism through the creation of dominant interpretations that 

represent a single narrative about the past (see Crang and Tolia-Kelly 2010; Smith and 

Waterton 2009, 34). This can result in the abandonment of pluralistic understandings 

associated with heritage and place (Ibid.).  

 This research has highlighted the benefits participants experienced in terms of 

physical and mental wellbeing through involvement in archaeological research and 

practice. These themes have been identified in a broad range of research conducted with 

the public, military veterans, and other non-traditional audiences that highlighted the 

ways that archaeology and outreach produced social and therapeutic benefits (for 

example Schaepe et al 2017; Thomson and Chatterjee 2016 Simpson 2010; Smith 2017; 

Smith 2006b; Orange 2010; Pudney 2017a; 2017b; Waterton 2005). For instance, the 

social benefit of archaeological research and practice in terms of knowledge exchange 

and wellness was explored by Caroline Pudney (2017a; 2017b) who conducted prison-
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based outreach workshops to assist the rehabilitation of offenders and to diversify access 

to heritage by making archaeology accessible to individuals who may have no previous 

experience of archaeology. While the long-term impact of these initiatives remains to be 

assessed initial results suggest potential positive social benefits such as enhancing 

participant's sense of pride (Pudney 2017a; 2017b, 84). Comparable research involving 

military veterans highlights the value of nature-based activities for rehabilitation and 

providing relief from symptoms of PTSD, physical and mental challenges and 

environments that facilitate social exchange and feelings of camaraderie (Caddick et al 

2015; Caddick and Smith 2015; Hawkins et al 2016; Poulsen 2015). The 

instrumentalisation of archaeological research and practice as an activity that can provide 

these benefits has been demonstrated to be effective through Operation Nightingale (see 

Thomas 2014 29; Winterton 2014). This thesis demonstrates that these benefits are not 

exclusive for former veterans, they are outcomes that participants involved in 

archaeological research and practice can also experience (see Chapter 7). This thesis 

reiterates the importance of operational contexts and the creation of environments where 

participation in archaeological research and practice can enable participants to gain 

personal social benefits through their involvement.  It is important to note, however, that 

the impact of archaeology upon happiness and wellbeing is also influenced by external 

factors such as personal beliefs and life events and therefore these social benefits will not 

be experienced by all those involved in archaeological research and practice (Sayer 2015).  

 Emotions, beliefs and feelings associated with identity, connectedness and sense 

of place were also themes that were discussed by participants, in particular concepts of 

feeling connected to ancestral pasts (see Chapter 7). Comparable research has 

demonstrated how people from outside the archaeological sector also value heritage as 

an aspect of identity and root formation (Holtorf 2010; Russell 2010; Smith 2006b and 

Crang and Tolia-Kelly 2010). For instance, Cornelius Holtorf (2010) suggests that 

individuals from outside the archaeological sector value heritage for the stories, 

reaffirmation of identity and provocation of imagination rather than the acquisition of 

knowledge, education and knowledge transfer thus suggesting different priorities than 

those within the archaeological sector. This view supports Laurajane Smith's 2006(b) 

research which focused on visitor experiences at museums such as the North of England 

Open Air Museum at Beamish which is located within the study area used for this thesis. 

Laurajane (2006b, 196 and 235) described the museum as a 'theatre of memory' that 

invoked processes of remembering, commemoration and identity, reconnection with 
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pasts and specific family members and the reaffirmation of labour heritage for working 

class people (see also Bennett 2009). The positive engagement experiences of visitors 

recorded in her questionnaire responses contrasts to a heritage industry critique of 

museums like Beamish for providing sanitised and inauthentic views of the past (Ibid., 

196 see also Young 2002). This dissonance highlights the differences between cultural 

heritage management ideals and the lived experiences of the public. Within the cultural 

sector it remains a challenge however to recognise and present pluralistic values and 

emotions associated with the past particularly in increasingly multicultural societies (see 

Russell 2010, 30-39; Crang and Tolia-Kelly 2010; Diaz-Andreu and Ruiz 2017, 53-4). 

Mike Crang and Divya Tolia-Kelly (2010) for example, suggest that heritage management 

strategies should focus on pluralistic histories and the dynamic meanings people associate 

with places, objects and monuments to encourage greater inclusivity (see also Russell 

2010). An example of this can be found in the new approaches applied to the 

interpretation and understanding of Hadrian's Wall, which is now understood to have 

contested, and multiple meanings (see Witcher et al 2010; Tolia-Kelly and Nesbitt 2009). 

The physical and conceptual setting and understanding of the Wall is no longer 

considered to be static and continues to accrue new meanings and emotions (Ibid.). It is 

the accrual of a diverse and inclusive range of emotions that invites further engagement 

with the Wall from those who may have seen themselves as previously disenfranchised 

from the site (see Witcher et al 2010). This process can also be seen in the Rua Xic 2014 

project in Barcelona that used heritage to encourage networking exchange amongst 

residents to gain an understanding of the cultural diversity of the neighbourhood to work 

together in creating a street parade with the theme 'antiquity' to encourage people to 

share ideas and past experiences (Diaz-Andreu and Ruiz 2017, 55). The initiative enabled 

participants to create an inclusive common history that portrayed the multicultural 

neighbourhood of all participants (Ibid., 64-5). 

 Moving forward, the research presented in this thesis and existing literature 

highlights the similarities and differences associated with archaeology and heritages as 

experienced by both archaeological practitioners and the general public. In addition, 

research focused upon nature-based initiatives designed to enhance wellness and 

wellbeing for veterans highlights the comparable benefits experienced by individuals 

partaking in initiatives. However, both forms of study highlight the potential for 

broadening participation in archaeological research and practice to advance the impacts 

experienced by individuals. Research is progressively exploring pathways to broaden 
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participation and engagement in archaeology (for example Tully and Allen 2018; Farrell-

Banks 2018; Crang and Tolia-Kelly 2010; Diaz-Andreu and Ruiz 2017; Pudney 2017). 

For instance, participatory augering has been piloted as a way to challenge perceptions of 

archaeology and landscape by inviting people to participate in initiatives that focus on the 

study of landscapes and human and environmental-led environment change and creating 

greater understandings of change and creating narratives that can feed into landscape 

management strategies (Tully and Allen 2018, 192). By engaging stakeholders in the 

production of knowledge about landscapes it can empower non-traditional audiences to 

contribute to landscape management decision making and encourage participation in 

archaeology (Ibid., 208). The repetition of themes and viewpoints highlight the need to 

diversify archaeology in the region and to make it more inclusive to broader audiences 

both in terms of archaeological research and practices as well as the inclusion of 

stakeholder perceptions and values within heritage and landscape management.  

9.3 Impact  Assessments/ Recommendations for  Impact  Pathways 

This thesis has highlighted a series of recommendations for impact evaluations (Tab. 

9.4).  

 

Table 9.4 Recommendations for future archaeology impact assessments 

Recommendations: Impact Assessments 
1. Impact assessments should critically evaluate the positive and negative outcomes 

of initiatives. This may further knowledge by highlighting pathways to enhance 
the positives and limit negative impacts.  

2. Impact assessments should endeavour to incorporate diverse definitions of 
impact to reduce the disparity between funder's objectives and stakeholder 
values.  

3. Stored knowledge and the synthesis and publication of archaeological narratives 
should have greater recognition as pathways for sustainable long-term impact. 

4. In-depth insights of initiatives' broader geographical, temporal, operational and 
societal context should be incorporated into the analysis of impact.   

5. Collaboration between the sub-sectors of archaeology should be encouraged to 
enhance the impacts produced from archaeological research and practice. 

6. The 'amateur' and 'professional' terms used to differentiate between volunteers 
and career archaeologists need to be re-evaluated in recognition of the value of 
research conducted by volunteers.  

7. HERs should gain greater recognition for their central role of underpinning 
academic, volunteer and developer-led research and practice.  

8. Further research into broadening participation and diversifying audiences 
involved in archaeological research and practice should be undertaken.  
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Impact assessments in the future should critically evaluate the positive and negative 

outcomes of initiatives to create a balanced impression of the benefits and challenges 

that sectors are engaging with (Tab. 9.4, 1). As this thesis demonstrates, perceptions of 

positive and negative impact are subjective, and differ between people, organisations and 

disciplines. A more inclusive framework to assess impact would enable a holistic, critical 

assessment of initiatives that would better inform future research processes. In addition 

participants identified knowledge production as a central outcome of archaeological 

research and practice, and yet social, economic and political indicators of impact are 

credited in current assessment regimes with greater significance. Impact assessments 

should endeavour, therefore to incorporate a diverse range of indicators to reduce the 

disparity between funder objectives and stakeholder values (Tab. 9.4, 2). As 

demonstrated in this research archaeology would benefit from greater recognition of the 

value of knowledge production and creation of dissemination pathways and other routes 

that produce less immediate impacts but do have a long-term effect (Tab. 9.4, 3). While 

the incorporation of a broader spectrum of impact indicators is problematic to 

implement because of the expense associated with conducting impact assessments (see 

Martin 2011, 250-1), existing assessments could become more inclusive by embracing 

outcomes valued by all archaeological stakeholders and practitioners and 'longer term' 

pathways for broader societal benefit.  

 There is value in obtaining in-depth insights into the broader geographical, 

temporal, operational and societal contexts of the discipline and impact assessments 

should address this (Tab. 9.4, 4). Impact assessments such as REF2014 requested an 

impact template, yet did not include a mechanism by which such measures could be 

compared within broader disciplinary contexts. This limits the depth of inference that 

can be deduced from REF case-studies or REF impact templates, they exist and operate 

in an academic bubble. One might argue that in contradiction to such engineered 

exercises, the extensive output of developer-led initiatives as HER event records and 

proactive mechanisms to engage the public through ad-hoc and formalised outreach 

schemes are unrecognised yet more far reaching initiatives (Chapter 4 and Section 7.2). A 

contextualised central and uniform impact scale could be engineered that includes 

developer-led and volunteer archaeology that would encourage commercial units to 

create greater contributions to society beyond the immediate rescue role, with academic 

units feeding in to this.  
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 Collaboration between the sub-sectors of archaeology is clearly a valuable yet 

underexplored route (Tab. 9.4, 5). By sharing recognition of the opportunities and 

challenges each sub-sector faces archaeologists can foster a sense of mutual 

understanding. As demonstrated in Chapter 8, sharing research, resources and expertise 

across sub-sectors can enable initiatives to achieve greater impact. This was exemplified 

with examples from Pre-Construct Archaeology's Coach Lane initiative and Palace 

Green's Scottish Soldiers project (see Section 8.3). To achieve this, effort should be made 

to create pathways between sub-sectors that bridge the well-acknowledged divide in 

archaeology (Bradley 2006). For instance, volunteers within the north-east are 

increasingly challenging the use of the terms 'amateur' and 'professional' (Tab. 9.4, 6). 

These loaded terms are under fire, as a result of volunteer drives to contribute to 

archaeological knowledge to a professional standard, through the skills they have learned 

through participation on projects guided by career archaeologists. This has enabled 

greater ownership of initiatives and autonomy for volunteers who are not solely 

dependent upon participation alongside academic or career archaeologists to achieve 

their agenda. Local groups are creating and implementing their own research frameworks 

and engaging in third party training and knowledge transfer, as demonstrated by 

Altogether Archaeology's Hexham Lost Road project, Coquetdale Community 

Archaeology's Border Roads and Track research and Tynedale North of the Wall's 

topographical surveys (Bowyer et al 2017; Jones and the Coquetdale Community 

Archaeology 2017; Coquetdale Community Archaeology 2018; Green et al 2016; Green 

and Finch 2016). This movement has created more autonomy for individuals who have 

developed a local interest and wish to contribute to archaeological knowledge, engage in 

local history and research facilitated through research funding provided by grant bodies 

such as the HLF, Leader Grants and Community Funds (Section 8.4).  

  

9.4 Strengths and Weaknesses of this Research 

The central strength and also weakness of this research was the use of open-ended 

questions within interviews and focus groups to elicit data. This approach facilitated the 

collection of a broad range of insights about the positive and negative perceptions of 

archaeological research and practice that focused upon values that extend beyond the 

parameters of popular impact indicators. Conversely, the use of open-ended questions 

created the main weakness which is the development of the themes that are discussed in 
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Chapters 6, 7 and 8. These themes exclusively focus upon the topics discussed by 

participants. Thus an artificial set of parameters was unintentionally created, that have 

limited the exploration of some topics and questions. Expected themes such as the 

impact of metal detecting, social media, and archaeology in education were absent in the 

interviews and focus group discussions and as a consequence are largely excluded from 

this research. However, the relative absence of these themes presents a series of questions 

about why these topics were absent when they are assumed in other literature to be 

central pathways to impact. One participant discussed metal detecting at length (IN66) 

and five individuals mentioned the term with limited elaboration. Such sparse references 

do not provide sufficient insights to ascertain the impact of metal detecting and warrants 

research that specifically explores the variety of perceptions associated with the practice 

(Section 9.6). The data collection process also presented a limited insight into the value of 

social media as a pathway for dissemination and engagement results. The term social 

media was briefly mentioned by eight participants, however, only one individual provided 

an in-depth discussion about the value of this as a pathway medium (see IN14). In 

contrast, higher, adult and school education and generalised uses of the term 'education' 

were identified within twenty-two transcripts, again, these mentions were often brief and 

focused upon a diverse range of contexts and themes that were problematic to synthesise 

and construct meaningful conclusions. For example, participants mentioned their role as 

facilitators within education; only one of these provided an elaboration about the benefits 

associated with education initiatives (IN105). Despite the broad scope of this research 

these examples highlight how expected topics of conversation were not raised by 

participants. For a fuller understanding of impact, it would be beneficial to study these 

topics in greater depth.  

 The research presented in this thesis provides a snap-shot of the impacts 

practitioners of and participants in archaeology associate with research and practice of the 

discipline in the north-east. The results cannot be generalised to represent the benefits 

and challenges of the profession in other geographical localities, demographic samples 

and epochs although on occasion there were hints of challenges in other regions; one 

participant, for example, described how they travelled to the north-east to participate in 

Tynedale North of the Wall's topographic survey at Edges Green because of the limited 

opportunities to volunteer in Cumbria (IN46). This suggests that the availability of 

volunteer opportunities varies within the United Kingdom. This research, due to time 

constraints, focused upon the perceptions of academics, volunteers and career 
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archaeologists rather than non-archaeologists, the results therefore cannot be perceived to 

be representative of all stakeholders in the region or the general public. Also, interviews 

and focus groups represent a specific moment in time, and cannot be replicated even 

through repeat interviews with the same participant. A participant's views and experiences 

of archaeological research and practice may change across time. For instance, the extent 

of volunteer driven initiatives in the region is a relatively recent phenomenon, driven in 

part by the availability of funding sources that support community endeavours. These 

issues highlight the limitations of the thesis but many of these can be addressed through 

the pursuit of further research. 

 A limiting factor associated with the research presented in this thesis is the 

challenge of retaining individual participant's experiences and perceptions, creating a 

synthesis that identifies commonalities and differences. Comparable work by researchers 

such as Paul Everill has demonstrated the benefits of including rich, storied data to enable 

individual participant's voices to have greater presence (Everill 2009 see also Bender et al 

2007; Rathje et al 2013). For this thesis however, a broader approach was undertaken in 

order to demonstrate the breadth and scope of commonalities and differences identified 

by a larger group of participants, which enabled the identification of patterns in 

quantitative and qualitative data. This evaluative approach has enabled a broader 

understanding of the impacts associated with archaeological research and practice. There 

is a strong place for longer narratives particularly when focusing upon individual 

participants. In this thesis, in order to identify broader, regional patterns in the ways that 

people respond to archaeological research and practice a greater sample of participants 

were recruited. The themes identified in this thesis provide basis for conducting more in 

depth research (Section 9.5).   

9.5 Recommendations for Future Research 

Further research is needed in order to provide comparable regionally-focused impact 

assessments; create a broader study into the impacts of archaeology to include non-

archaeologists; and to elaborate upon the themes identified through the grounded theory 

method used in this thesis (Tab. 9.5).  

  

Table 9.5 Summary of recommendations for future research: 

Recommendations: Future Research 
1.  Comparable regionally 

focused impact assessments. 
To provide insights into regional similarities and 
variations of the perceptions of impact; and the scale 
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and scope of archaeological practice in different 
areas. 

2.  Broader study into the 
impacts of archaeology for 
individuals who are not 
volunteers, academics or 
career archaeologists 

To create a contrasting impact assessment which 
evaluates the perspectives and experiences of 
individuals who are not engaged in archaeology in 
order to create a more complete understanding of the 
positive and negative impacts of the sector.  

3.  In-depth focus upon themes 
identified through the 
grounded theory method used 
in this thesis. 

To produce in-depth research that elaborates upon 
the themes encountered in this research such as the 
dissemination and use of knowledge, intangible and 
tangible benefits and collaborative processes in 
archaeology. 

 

To situate this research within a broader geographical context the pursuit of comparable 

regionally-focused impact assessments would provide insights into similarities in the UK 

and abroad. In addition, differences of the perceptions and the scale and scope of 

archaeological research and practice can be identified if a comparable mixed-method 

approach is used (Tab. 9.5, 1). The regionally focused assessment of impact presented in 

this thesis is beneficial for creating an in-depth appraisal across sectors; however, these 

insights can be enhanced through subsequent comparison. The value of replicating 

research in different geographical locations and intervals has been demonstrated by 

market research into the archaeological profession (for instance Aitchison 2013a; 1999; 

Aitchison and Rock-Macqueen 2013). Using the model presented in this thesis could 

create a similar benefit of understanding archaeological research and practice over time 

and place.  

 A study that focuses upon the impacts that non-archaeologists associate with 

archaeological research and practice would also facilitate comparison and create a 

broader understanding of the sector generally (Tab. 9.5, 2). As demonstrated in Sections 

5.2, 5.3 and 7.2, the sample of individuals involved in this research was limited to 

archaeological practitioners, whether volunteer, academic or professional. Further 

research into the perceptions and experiences of non-archaeologists could present 

contrasting insights. For example, barriers that inhibit participation in archaeology such 

as time, money, work commitments, lifestyle factors and availability of transport can be 

understood further as circumstances that both inhibit and facilitate participation (Section 

7.2). In addition, it will facilitate an understanding about non-archaeologists perceptions 

of archaeology and the impacts that are produced.  

 This thesis produced in-depth insights into the central themes discussed by 

participants and through this has informed in depth ways towards more effective impact, 
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not least the need to act as a single discipline rather than as sub-sectors with different 

masters and measuring processes. To secure the place of archaeology for the future we 

need to act together and we need to know what non-archaeologists think about 

archaeology. We need to know why they value it and why they don't and we need to 

learn from them about what kind of pathways are needed if we are to secure and 

maintain archaeology's relationship with the UK public. It is clear in this study that for 

over two decades, Time Team acted as a primary pathway to public engagement and 

appreciation of archaeology in the UK. In this time of change and challenge, we need to 

be as bold, and develop routes that stimulate national consciousness about archaeology, 

heritage, archaeological research and practice, and encourage people and organisations to 

value the past and those who discover and research it.  
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