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Abstract

This research considers how social media is used by development-led archaeological
organisations in the UK and if its content can be regarded as a form of non-specialist
engagement. Despite digital communication increasingly being studied in heritage literature
there is a limited body of research addressing development-led archaeology, a sector
responsible for most of the work within the UK. The study aims to characterise created
content, understand user interactions and responses, examine the challenges facing both
practitioners and organisations and determine whether these platforms are delivering
engagement within the sector. Quantitative and qualitative analysis is undertaken on
Facebook data from archaeological company Pages, including a brief consideration of the
impact of the Covid-19 pandemic, in conjunction with interviews with the staff responsible
for running company social media accounts. The research concludes that the contrasting
priorities of a marketized archaeological sector and broader disciplinary goals to engage
non-specialists have created deeply embedded tensions that routinely marginalise
communication initiatives. Suggestions on how these challenges may be approached and,
potentially, overcome are also presented and discussed.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

In the UK archaeology is dominated by work that sees companies undertake evaluations,
excavations and analysis on behalf of clients to discharge the planning conditions necessary
for development to take place. While the focus of the sector is on the delivery and
completion of this work, communicating projects and their discoveries beyond the profession
has become a recognised component of the archaeological landscape. With digital
communication, particularly social networking sites, a core means of sharing information in
contemporary society these online frontiers are unquestionably a key avenue for individuals
to parse information and discuss the archaeological sites and artefacts emerging from
development-led projects.

The origins of this thesis can be traced back to the author’s role in the Must Farm
excavations, an exploration of a Late Bronze Age pile-dwelling settlement in Cambridgeshire
(see Knight et al. 2024). As part of the project, the author employed the routine use of social
media, particularly Facebook, to communicate updates from the site on a regular basis,

both during the excavation and post-excavation phases. This approach was designed to
present a transparent, authentic and engaging depiction of a contemporary, development-
led archaeological investigation and give audiences an insight into the practical processes
employed on excavations.

The author has detailed Must Farm’s wider public engagement strategy (Wakefield 2024)
and its social media component (Wakefield 2020) elsewhere and for this reason it is not
discussed as part of this thesis. However, the eagerness with which digital archaeological
content appeared to be received among audiences led the author to become increasingly
keen to understand how the sector was using social media to share information and engage
platform users. With limited research having been carried out into the online outputs of
development-led archaeological organisations it was clear that more data was needed to
better understand its digital landscapes.

Indeed, few examinations of the content being created and shared exist and there is a
paucity of studies exploring how social media users are interacting with, and reacting to,
social media posts. Equally, there is little insight into the processes of the practitioners
responsible for managing accounts and populating their channels with content, particularly
the challenges they face in their roles. Furthermore, it is unclear what intent lies behind
these online outputs and what organisations hope to achieve with them. Critically, is this
content intended to constitute engagement by entertaining, informing and educating users?

This thesis characterises UK archaeological companies’ social media outputs by focusing on
Facebook to critically evaluate created content, user engagement and audience responses.
Social media is used as a lens to explore the perceptions of development-led archaeological
organisations toward engagement and a mixed quantitative and qualitative approach is
augmented with interviews with the digital practitioners employed by companies.

The primary aims of the research are to:

¢ Quantitatively ascertain how common Facebook use by archaeological organisations
is and the interactions audiences employ to respond to content.

¢ Qualitatively understand what companies are posting about and whether this content
constitutes engagement.

e Assess the nature of visible user comments to determine how audiences are
receiving and responding to posts.

e Examine the composition of archaeological Page audiences.

1



o Better understand the roles and responsibilities of practitioners. What do
organisations consider their priorities to be? What is their experience of the sector?

e Assess the impact the Covid-19 pandemic has had on digital communication outputs
in development-led archaeology. Have lockdowns had a lasting change on online
content?

Chapter Two discusses the UK’s development-led archaeological sector and its innate
market-driven ties to the construction industry that underpin company motivations. It then
defines and explores concepts of engagement before focusing on the typical “outreach”
practices that occur on archaeological projects. Finally, it discusses the growth of digital
engagement within the discipline and highlights the critical concerns for social media use as
a communicative tool for archaeology.

In Chapter Three the research’s mixed methodological approach is detailed including the use
of manual social media content collection to support a “small data” approach and facilitate
the inductive generation of qualitative coding. Complementing social media derived data are
a series of responsive practitioner interviews, designed to elucidate the real-world practices
and barriers encountered on a day-to-day basis by those working in the field. The chapter
concludes with a discussion of post-pandemic data sampling.

Chapter Four focuses on the thesis’ quantitative dataset, where different types of
archaeological organisation and their selection of social media platforms is scrutinised.
Posting frequencies are studied before the research concentrates on user interactions
and how they can be understood in terms of engagement. The prevalence of Page
responsiveness is also examined to determine how participative company archaeological
spaces are.

The qualitative character of archaeological social media content is the focus of Chapter Five,
which reports the results of the content coding of the studied Facebook posts. Categories
are detailed, highlighting what organisations opt to present most and how the profession is
typically depicted to audiences. Following this, post characteristics such as the presence of
media, external links and social features (hashtags, emojis, tags) are described, enabling
insight into the formats and templates companies deploy when creating content.

In Chapter Six the results of the qualitative analysis of a sample of user comments

are presented and the key forms of replies are studied. Establishing the degree of
responsiveness and dialogue occurring in online spaces is necessary to determine
engagement and is examined here. This chapter ends by investigating the composition
of the users that leave comments, to assess how many may have a current or prior
archaeological background.

An in-depth study of practitioner interviews is conducted in Chapter Seven. Organisations’
objectives are examined before a detailed analysis of the barriers to digital engagement are
explored. Both existing disciplinary concerns are highlighted alongside emergent themes
and issues raised by the ten participants from varied archaeological backgrounds.

Chapter Eight features a quantitative and qualitative post-pandemic comparative sample
designed to update the primary dataset from 2019 and ascertain if Covid-19 had impacted
company approaches to content dissemination.

The thesis concludes with Chapter Nine’s summative discussion that draws together social
media data with the experiences and perspectives of practitioners. Arguing for greater
institutional support for, and investment in, archaeological engagement across the UK sector,
this research makes an impassioned plea for non-specialist communication to be reframed
as both a necessary and essential output of commissioned work.
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Given the many ingrained institutional, financial and personal barriers to this occurring, the
thesis proposes a means to enhance perception of engagement through presenting outputs
as a saleable product to both clients and management and increasing the participation

of archaeological colleagues to ensure non-specialist communication can be achieved.
With social media an indisputably inseparable component of societal and interpersonal
communication, this thesis raises timely and relevant issues that are a concern for
contemporary archaeological practice.



Chapter 2 Development-led archaeology in the United Kingdom

Archaeology as a discipline has a long history. For much of that history the study of the
human past was largely a diversion: a leisure activity for a select group dominated by private
collectors and antiquarians. The roots of archaeology as a profession grew in institutions and
academia with the exploration of material culture regarded as an intellectual pursuit.

This perception of archaeologists as scholars has become ingrained in the collective
psyche. The 2014-15 pan-European NEARCH survey (Kajda et al. 2018) found that most
respondents believed that universities (73%) or public institutions (66%) were responsible
for archaeological research. The study highlights that, throughout Europe, the public’s
perception of archaeology is one of an area of study divorced from the market economy
(Kajda et al. 2018).

For decades in the UK (Aitchison 2012; Everill 2009) archaeology and the construction
industry have shared an often-uncomfortable relationship, and the profession exists within
the market sphere. Between 1990 and 2011, 60,000 recorded archaeological investigations
took place, 90% of which were carried out by organisations working on developer projects
(Fulford 2011). Development-led archaeology dominates the profession, valued at £247m in
2021 with 4,700 staff working in the sector (Aitchison & Rocks-Macqueen 2022). Elucidating
the complex relationship between the construction industry and archaeological organisations
is necessary to establish the character of the market landscape in which the profession finds
itself working.

A range of terminology has been used to describe archaeology carried out in advance of
construction. “Development-led”, “commercial”, “developer-funded” and, the predominantly
European, “preventive archaeology” are commonly used (Trow 2016). All are effectively
interchangeable, and describe work carried out in advance of development to “mitigate”
archaeological remains. These strategies can range from leaving material in situ to its
complete removal, with the perceived value of the archaeology the deciding factor in what
methodology to employ (Trow 2016). For consistency, this research will use the term,
“development-led archaeology” which reflects the driving-force developers play within the
UK’s construction industry. Their priorities are at the forefront of projects and archaeology is

regarded as secondary to development.

Histories of development-led archaeology in the UK are available (Aitchison 2012; Everill
2009) with the key changes to the UK’s archaeological landscape occurring primarily

within the last 30 years where professional practice has been inexorably tied to private
funding, overwhelmingly from developers (Aitchison 2012). Before the landmark publication
of Planning Policy Guidance Note 16 (PPG16) in 1990, archaeology was rarely funded

by developers (Aitchison 2012; Everill 2009; Trow 2016). Instead, it depended upon
governmental financial support, typically for high-profile discoveries, resulting in large
amounts of archaeology going unrecorded (Aitchison 2012; Trow 2016). Archaeology began
to receive recognition as a less-academic profession with its incorporation into the 1980s’
Manpower Services Commission, which saw increasing ties between archaeologists and the
construction industry (Everill 2009).

From this foundation, PPG16 was created, formally establishing the responsibility for
developers to fund archaeological research prior to their projects (Aitchison 2012; Everill
2009). The content of PPG16 ultimately evolved, creating subsequent documents, Planning
Policy Statement 5 (PPS5) and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which have
all continued to stress the importance of archaeological remains and the “polluter pays”
principle. These documents address heritage assets and the historic environment as part

of the planning process and place formal conditions on developers to record and remove
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archaeology where required (Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities 2023).

PPG16, a humble planning document, drastically altered archaeology in England,
producing thousands more excavations and generating a demand for trained professionals
to undertake complex, skilled labour. To meet this demand, dedicated archaeological
organisations arose that were able to carry out the required work (Aitchison 2012; Everill
2009).The UK’s development-led archaeological framework has now been established

for over a quarter of a century, outpacing academic, community and non-commercial
institutional research. However, while this system has undeniably made substantial
discoveries and generated vast quantities of data (Historic England 2015a; Trow 2016) it is
built atop the inescapable financial tension between clients and archaeologists.

Development-led work categorises archaeology, the complex evidence of past human
activity, as a problem to be dealt with before construction can proceed (Flatman & Perring
2013; Perring 2015a; 2015b; Zorzin 2016). Within the current landscape, archaeological
work is a business and draws management practices from the construction industry (Orange
& Perring 2017; Perring 2015b). Archaeological material thus becomes coldly quantified and
can be seen by clients as another barrier to progression, akin to ground contamination or
demolition work.

Attitudes have become firmly established within companies and traditionalist practices

are embedded within senior management structures “dominated by archaeologists who
oversaw the advent and development of the status quo” (Watson 2019, 1645). As Watson
(2019) argues, the current system is so entrenched it has created a vacuum, devoid of
alternatives and compounded by post-2008 governmental austerity. This overwhelming focus
on competitive tendering has led to stagnation, disenfranchising field teams and devaluing
expertise, enthusiasm and dedication (Everill 2007; 2009; Watson 2019).

Development-led archaeology positions clients at the top of a hierarchy in which the
archaeology itself becomes part of a market-orientated profession that seeks to maximise
profit and lower costs. Organisations may have high turnovers, but profits are typically

low (Aitchison & Rocks-Macqueen 2022), making them vulnerable to fluctuations in the
construction industry, particularly in times of uncertainty. While many archaeological units are
not-for-profit they are still financially dependent on developers and tender for work.

With most UK archaeology bound to development work, companies are focused on winning
tenders, delivering projects on-time and under-budget and maximising profit to ensure the
continued survival of their businesses. What impact does the monetisation of archaeology
have on institutional attitudes towards public engagement, outreach practices and non-
specialist outputs?

2.1 Public Archaeology, Engagement and The Public(s)

Many of the terms employed within archaeological outreach have varied meanings and uses
(Richardson & Almansa-Sanchez 2015) making it necessary to define the three main terms
that play a core role in this research.

Public archaeology is used to refer to the disciplinary practice of professional archaeologists
working to engage non-expert audiences with archaeological resources, data and narratives
(Richardson & Almansa-Sanchez 2015). This form of public archaeology can vary in the
“social practice of communication and representation” (Richardson & Almansa-Sanchez
2015) and discerning these variations in the digital landscape is one of the focuses of this
research.

The term “public engagement” has a myriad of definitions and uses, ranging from the
precise to the flexible (King et al. 2016; NCCPE 2023a). The National Co-ordinating Centre
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for Public Engagement (NCCPE) define engagement as “a two-way process, involving
interaction and listening, with the goal of generating mutual benefit” (NCCPE 2023a),

a definition adopted in heritage-based research (King et al. 2016). The emphasis on
engagement being a multi-directional process is apt and reflects pertinent issues that form
the crux of theoretical discussions on archaeological use of social networking sites (SNS).
However, while the intention of engagement work may be for “mutual benefit”, it should

be noted that engagement can be negative as well as positive (Flatman et al. 2012) and
such forms will be included within this definition. This research adopts the NCCPE (2023a)
definition of engagement while acknowledging the potential for adverse forms of interaction
to occur. As the NCCPE (2023b) note, the term “the public” is problematic and suggestive of
a homogeneous entity, as everyone is a “member of the public”. Equally, use of the term may
be overly simplistic and it can fail to portray the great variability in communities, individuals
and agencies (NCCPE 2023b). In this research, “public” is used to refer to all non-specialist
groups that archaeologists seek to engage. Where certain groups or communities are
discussed, this will be specified.

2.2 Public engagement and development-led archaeology: attitudes, policies and
practices

Historic England (2015a, 1) published a glossy summary of 25 years of development-led
archaeology in the UK and its “outstanding and positive impact on society”. The celebration
comes complete with a rosy foreword from the Chief Executive of the British Property
Federation (Leech 2015, emphasis added) that “the public benefits — for education, for place-
making, for senses of identity and for tourism — are potentially huge” under development-led
archaeology. However, are any of these “potentially huge” benefits being delivered to the
public and where do non-specialists fit into the schema of development-led archaeology?
Viragos (2019) argues that within archaeological heritage management the three main
stakeholders are the financier (typically developers), the profession (archaeologists) and the
public, situating them within a “magic triangle”.

The choice of an equilateral triangle implies that each party is equally important (Virdgos
2019), when in development-led archaeology this is not the case (Figure 1). The three
predominant stakeholders’ interests in archaeology are often wildly divergent (Goskar 2012;
Orange 2013; Perring 2015a) and can be diametrically opposed. With clients keen for
archaeology to be done as cheaply and quickly as possible, and archaeological contractors
eager to deliver this service, it is difficult to see a place for informing the public and including
them in this process.

The tension within development-led archaeology between profit-orientated projects and

the disciplinary responsibility to deliver public benefit was formally recognised by the work
of the Southport Group (2011). The report acknowledged the powerful commercial drivers
that archaeological units faced and how strong these were as barriers to delivering effective
public engagement (Southport Group 2011). Despite acting as a catalyst to encourage
change within the sector, a wide range of factors have prevented the report from delivering
widespread change (Nixon 2018). Indeed, delivering public benefit from development-led
work remains a key concern for the next 25 years of archaeology in the UK (Wills 2018).

In an analysis of the impact of the Southport Group’s 2011 report, Nixon (2018, 9) noted
‘economic pressures on service providers, in a highly competitive commercial market, mean
that they hesitate to design any perceived extras into a project — and public engagement can
still be perceived as an ‘add on’ — by archaeologists as well as by clients”. This view of public
engagement as an optional extra (Pett & Bonacchi 2012; Nixon 2018) is deeply problematic
and only reinforced by the lack of a policy obliging developers to support outreach initiatives.
Even where such measures exist, such as Sweden (Gruber 2017), their efficacy in reaching
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Figure 1: A reframed “Magic Triangle” reflecting the UK’s development-led sector, where the priorities
and power of the client sit at the pinnacle of a triangle. Modified after Viragos 2019.



a wide audience and delivering engagement has been debated (Arnberg & Gruber 2014;
Gruber 2017).

2.3 Sector Attitudes

A series of common attitudes from developers concisely illustrates the construction industry’s
aversion to public communication. When choosing an archaeological contractor, developers
will usually seek the lowest cost and/or the fastest turnaround. They are unlikely to spend
money they are not required to on carrying out public dissemination. Where components of
public outreach are included in archaeological contractors’ Written Schemes of Investigation
(WSI) there is no guarantee they will be carried out and little recourse if they are not. While
many WSI and tender documents are publicly visible, the identity of the following company
has been withheld as it is not this research’s intention to “name and shame” operators
working in challenging environments, merely to highlight the pressures on engagement
practices and how they are perceived within work schemes.

In 2016 in the East of England, one archaeological organisation’s successful tenders for

a multimillion-pound residential development included detailed descriptions of the public
presentation strategies in the relevant WSIs. These included traditional site open days,
community excavations and temporary displays on hoardings alongside a substantial digital
component. The proposed digital outputs included phone app/podcast/Bluetooth downloads
for guided walks around the development area, monthly leaflets with barcode tags to access
excavation blogs and video diaries, a significant web presence and the regular dissemination
of discoveries via social media to reach a wide audience. While the open days and a small
community dig did occur, none of the other proposed engagement took place.

The disappearance, or reduction, of proposed public engagement between the tender and
the completion of development-led projects does not appear to be uncommon in the UK,
though further research would be beneficial to quantify its extent. When time and budgets
are tight for archaeological contractors, the first cost-cutting exercise is often to scale back or
remove “add-on” outreach and redirect earmarked funds towards urgent concerns. However,
the decision by some contractors to write expansive engagement descriptions into WSIs to
increase the strength of their tenders, but with little intention of implementing them, should
not be dismissed.

Local authorities can make engagement a component of planning conditions for developers,
which can produce fantastic results for the public (see Peacock 2018). However, given cuts
to local government from a decade of austerity policies these valuable roles always appear
in danger, particularly during times of economic uncertainty such as in 2013’s Profiling the
Profession report (Aitchison & Rocks-Macqueen 2013) where 25% of jobs disappeared.
With fewer experienced local government archaeologists encouraging unwilling clients to
undertake outreach, there is less reason for developers to invest in engagement.

Aside from cost, one of the primary reasons developers are reluctant to allow archaeologists
to spend time and money on public engagement is the fear that communication will
jeopardise their projects. Across many development-led excavations there is a deep unease
that openly sharing details of archaeology with a wider audience, particularly local residents,
will provide them with ammunition to shut down or delay unpopular construction projects
(Everill 2009; Goskar 2012; Nixon 2018; Orange & Perring 2017; Perring 2015a; Powers
2014; Southport Group 2011; Zorzin 2016).

This perceived danger of the public uniting behind archaeology and using it as a “convenient
vehicle for objection to change” (Perring 2015a, 169) has led to client confidentiality
becoming a major barrier to any form of outreach. Some developers seek complete control
of communications and forbid archaeological staff from sharing any information or images on
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social media and prohibit contact with the media without express approval and prior training,
as Zorzin (2016) experienced on an infrastructure project.

The Chartered Institute for Archaeologists (CIfA) is the UK’s main professional body that
represents archaeologists. CIfA (2023a), “set standards for archaeological practice and
issues guidelines to support these”. In CIfA’'s guidance document for field excavation it
notes that “the archaeologist must emphasise his or her professional obligation to make the
results of archaeological work available to the wider community within a reasonable time”
(CIfA 2023c, 17). However, it also states that “the archaeologist undertaking the work must
respect the requirements of the client or commissioning body concerning confidentiality”
(CIfA 2023c). This acknowledges that the client sets the boundaries for communication and
any public engagement work can only be carried out subject to their approval. Where “public
engagement” does take place, developers (and archaeologists) can simply regard it as a
PR opportunity to secure good press and publicity. Some clients may even “appropriate”
the archaeology (Zorzin 2016) using it in marketing and publicity while being deliberately
ambiguous about the work and whether it is delivering any meaningful public benefit.

Developers’ attitudes regarding a project’s output are usually fixed on the mandated,
technical post-excavation report as the deposition of these documents is often needed to
unlock funding and subsequent stages of construction. While these “grey reports” are now
almost always publicly accessible online (Goskar 2012; Nixon 2018; Wills 2018) it has long
been recognised that their quality is highly variable (Hamilton 1999).

The situation has unquestionably improved from the unevenness in publication described

by Fulford (2011). Most professional archaeologists believe the primary functions of these
excavation reports are to provide data for research and dissemination for public benefit
(Jones et al. 2003). Surprisingly, 22% of respondents to the Council for British Archaeology’s
(CBA) THE PUBLICATION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL PROJECTS: A USER NEEDS SURVEY
(PUNS) felt that this form of report was an appropriate format for public dissemination
(Jones et al. 2003). While the remaining 78% thought other media were better suited for
non-specialists (citing open days, exhibitions, television, radio and popular publications)

it is staggering that a fifth of professionals felt grey literature and excavation reports were
suitable formats for the public (Jones et al. 2003).

These documents have been widely criticised as being tedious and boring (Hamilton 1999;
Harding 2007; Hodder 1989), filled with coded, jargonistic language impenetrable to non-
specialists (Hodder 1989; Opitz 2018; Perry & Morgan 2014; Pilaar Birch 2013), perpetuating
an outdated, overly technical format (Bradley 2006; Hamilton 1999), presenting archaeology
as depersonalised and authorless (Hamilton 1999; Hodder 1989) and removing any
excitement and meaning from excavations (Hodder 1989). When disciplinary professionals
struggle with these reports how can they deliver any form of public engagement for non-
specialists?

Gauging who is accessing these documents is unclear and the PUNS report suggested
that most grey literature is read (or skimmed) by the people who either produce it or are
involved with archaeology (Jones et al. 2003). The PUNS report did not consult with “lay”
audiences and the landscape has subsequently changed with the development of the
internet and the routine deposition of reports with the Archaeology Data Service. Exploring
who reads these reports may reveal that they are finding non-specialist audiences. Yet,
describing these formulaic documents filled with arcane terminology, depersonalised
descriptions of methodology and emotionally sterile, dehumanised interpretation as public
engagement seems disingenuous when they are clearly not produced for this purpose.
Work is being done to develop digital excavation reports to cater for varied audiences
without compromising the scholarly value of such publications (Opitz 2018). As Opitz (2018)
acknowledges, the financial implications of creating such publications are likely to prevent
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similar documents appearing in the development-led sector.

Some clients may be supportive of public engagement, particularly when it falls within

a charitable or public sector remit (Orange & Perring 2017). Not all developers view
archaeology as an expensive problem in need of a cost-effective solution, but this

attitude is the exception rather than the rule. Detailed accounts of effective developer-
contractor partnerships are rare, though L-P Archaeology’s collaboration with the client at
Prescot Street is notable (Hunt et al. 2008; Morgan & Eve 2012; Richardson 2007). The
excavation sought to democratise the archaeological process and encourage non-specialist
engagement using an innovative website that shared the site’s archive as it was generated
(Hunt et al. 2008; Morgan & Eve 2012; Richardson 2007).

The commonly encountered developer perception of public engagement as an unnecessary
additional expense is understandable, as their businesses seek to maximise profit in a
market focused society. Speaking about benefits to the public generated within development-
led work, Fredheim & Watson (2023, 15) note that any generated are “arguably due to
archaeologists’ ability to resist the system rather than the design of the model itself’. Within
this system, how do archaeologists and their organisations perceive outreach and what
activities do they undertake to reach non-specialist audiences?

2.4 Archaeological Attitudes

Historically, there has been limited research into archaeologists’ perception of public
engagement (Richardson et al. 2018a). However, work by Richardson et al. (2018a)
highlights important trends in attitudes from a UK-focused survey with a high-proportion of
development-led respondents. Several questions drew strong responses from archaeologists
supporting public engagement. 91% disagreed that engagement was a waste of time, 82%
felt it could make a difference to the archaeological sector, 88% felt their research was of
interest beyond the sector and 70% of respondents thought that they were treated with
respect by the public (Richardson et al. 2018a). The survey clearly underlines that most
archaeologists feel strongly about the responsibility to communicate with non-specialists.

However, attitudes towards undertaking public engagement and its perception among
fellow archaeologists were far more conflicted. Only 53% of respondents felt that this was
helpful to their work and 15% considered that it actively got in the way of archaeology
(Richardson et al. 2018a). Tellingly, 89% of archaeologists felt there were further unrealised
opportunities for engagement, 26% did not have time to include this in their work and
almost 40% were unsure if their colleagues valued this work or, alternatively, regarded it
negatively (Richardson et al. 2018a). A 2013 survey on public engagement in development-
led archaeology by Orange et al. (2020) found that most respondents did not regard
engagement as an archaeological skill and that it was not always seen as a specialist or
professional undertaking.

Client discretion was cited by multiple respondents as the main barrier to public
communication (Richardson et al. 2018a), something echoed in research by Orange et al.
(2020). In a discussion of the reasons why information is not quickly shared by commercial
archaeologists, Powers (2014) mentions client confidentiality and lack of funds. However,
she goes on to list several reasons why archaeologists themselves are reluctant to disclose
their findings during or just after excavations (Powers 2014), including understandable
concerns about site security. Should archaeologists really avoid sharing their work, artefacts
and thoughts until after the post-excavation for fear of being wrong as “good research and
publication takes time” (Powers 2014)?

Despite sizable figures of archaeologists clearly supportive of, or at least receptive to,
public engagement work there was clearly a small vocal group of practitioners expressing
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strong views against the practice (Richardson et al. 2018a). 10% of respondents felt that
engagement diluted their work, 5% felt it was a waste of time and 25% thought it was not
useful (Richardson et al. 2018a). One of the primary reasons for the active resentment
towards outreach among a disparaging minority seems to be the perception that it erodes
authority and devalues expertise. Such attitudes are neatly captured by a respondent
(Richardson et al. 2018a) who commented that communication with the public has now
“gone too far’ and that archaeologists including non-specialists in their work are “handing
over the reigns (sic) of their professionalism”.

The belief, that engagement compromises the quality of research, that it stems from a
non-scientific background and is a derivative of the “cultural heritage world” (Depaepe
2016; 39) is clearly felt by some professionals. Such thoughts are rarely openly articulated
unless from behind a veneer of non-political-correctness, as though doing so can lessen
the offence of statements like “all agree that the pre-eminence given to public outreach was
important during the birth of preventive archaeology, but can now be considered a sort of
cancer” (Depaepe 2016; 39). Fears that communicating with the public diminishes expertise
and reduces the authority of the professional is particularly ironic given that heritage
professionals appear to reinforce their control of the discourse whenever possible (Schofield
2014; Smith 2006). This continued reproduction of expert-amateur “broadcasts” has been
identified as operating in archaeological public engagement (Arnberg 2014; Bonacchi &
Moshenska 2015; Bonacchi & Petersson 2017; Henson 2013a; Richardson 2013; 2014).

The report by Richardson et al. (2018a) presents an illuminating insight into the

overall perception of engagement by archaeologists but what of the attitudes of senior
management, who dictate the schemes of work and allocate funds, within development-
led organisations? As Goskar (2012) acknowledges, misapprehension about outreach

and ingrained institutional prejudices exist within archaeological organisations. Convincing
management structures, who are comfortable with the status quo (Watson 2019) and those
who increasingly regard the bottom line of accounts as measurements of success (Perring
2015b), to diminish profit margins with engagement is a major challenge. Elsewhere in the
heritage sector, managerial attitudes towards social media have been identified as highly
variable and particularly changeable depending on organisational size (Booth et al. 2019).
Among museum leaders the most common attitude expressed towards social media was
one of scepticism, with 33% of managers considering “social media to be in conflict with the
museum’s functions and values” (Booth et al. 2019, 9).

There appear to be approximately 250 “Public Archaeologists” (c.4% of the sector’s
workforce) working in the UK (Aitchison et al. 2021), suggesting these roles are now

more formal than in 2012-13, where just 15 were recorded (Aitchison & Rocks-Macqueen
2013). Training for those working in archaeological public dissemination appears to

be mixed, as in 2013 over 70% of those who had undertaken engagement had never
received any training (Orange et al. 2020). Similarly, resources are limited suggesting
upskilling staff in non-specialist communication is less important than “practical” guidance
for recognised specialisms such as geomatics, survey and photography. While there are
some engagement-related resources available from BAJR (2023) and CIfA (2023b), most
focus on technical skills and health and safety rather than engaged participant experience.
CIfA (2023b) produce training plans and have nine that deal with public engagement.
Eight are unavailable online and it is unclear what they contain as most have similar titles
(Archaeology outreach, Communicating archaeology, Digital dissemination, Education and
outreach, Public archaeology, Teaching archaeology, Training and outreach). Equally, it is
uncertain how widespread the uptake of these documents has been especially as most are
offline and not easily accessible.

Against this backdrop of conflicted disciplinary attitudes how can the passion for public
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communication identified by Richardson et al. (2018a) be transferred upwards? How can
archaeologists convince senior management and clients of the need to go beyond their
obligations and deliver engagement?

2.5 Engagement practices within development-led archaeology

Since the inception of the discipline, archaeologists have always sought to communicate
their research, but for a considerable time this was largely carried out between existing
practitioners (Henson 2013a). The responsibility for archaeologists to share their work
beyond the insular research community is a more modern development with advances in
communications technology in the 20th century facilitating the beginning of more widespread
dissemination (Henson 2013a; Kulik 2007; Perry 2017).

Despite the significant barriers to outreach previously discussed in development-led work,
many of the UK’s largest archaeological contractors list public engagement as one of the
core services they offer. Some contractors choose to frame their public engagement as a
facet of PR and promotion for the client and emphasise its media impact, a strategy which
may make them more receptive to commissioning this work.

Archaeological outreach typically conforms to a limited set of practices that have become
the default formats for fulfilling public engagement criteria. When activities do take place,
they usually consist of talks and lectures (often to societies or local interest groups), tours of
excavations, visits to local schools or the loan of artefacts boxes, press days with journalists
for local and national press and allowing production companies to create programmes
featuring excavations (Orange & Perring 2017). All these forms of interaction are
predominantly unidirectional, being led by archaeologists who speak to rather than with the
public. While there can be the opportunity for audiences to ask questions, as in the case of
talks, tours and school visits, these are usually placed in the marginal time at the end of such
activities. The public are positioned as passive in this framework, receiving the information
being shared and given few opportunities to engage in a dialogue. Alternative forms of
outreach activities do occur within development-led archaeology including touring exhibitions
and creating virtual reality (VR), augmented reality (AR) and gaming experiences.

More participatory forms of public engagement also exist in development-led contexts,
particularly volunteer opportunities and community excavations. Volunteering with
archaeological contractors rarely involves fieldwork, instead offering members of the public
work including finds washing, environmental sample processing, digitising documents,
artefact marking, packaging finds and assisting at visitor attractions. The above roles can be
problematic forms of public engagement, as they are parts of the post-excavation process
but can be considered the most menial and least interesting by professional archaeologists.
Archaeological contractors can help local archaeological groups with excavations, providing
advice, support and mentoring on funding applications. Community excavations typically
take place separately from development-led work but can be incorporated into contractors’
projects.

Critically, it is currently unknown how widespread physical public engagement within
development-led archaeology really is. Anecdotally, engagement tends to occur
predominantly on larger excavations and is not considered necessary for smaller or short-
term projects, though further research into these activities would be highly beneficial. How
participative are the engagement practices being employed in the development-led sector?
How are the entrenched tensions of working in a profit-driven market-economy with variable
clients and revenue streams manifested in public engagement work?

This research seeks to address these questions by examining an increasingly prevalent
component of modern public archaeology: social media use.
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2.6 Social Media: Prevalence and Use

Social media have radically altered the communications landscape since their dramatic

rise within the wider “Web 2.0” package during the mid-to-late-2000s. While the term

Web 2.0 and some of its components have been consigned to history, the social core that
evolved during this period has made today’s internet a more participatory environment.
Sharing, commenting and user-created content are no longer features solely of social media
platforms and are now common online. As Fuchs (2014) and Siapera (2018) acknowledge,
definitions of social media can be diverse. Despite this variability, all definitions emphasise
technologically-enabled sociality, employing terms such as communication, connecting,
collaborating, creating, co-operation, networking, publication and sharing (Fuchs 2014;
Siapera 2018).

Social networking sites, the specific platforms on which people communicate and interact
with one another through user-created profiles, have typically been at the centre of social
media. Facebook, YouTube, Instagram and Twitter have helped shape and define the
image of social media and continue to attract sizable numbers of active users (Dixon 2023).
Following Elon Musk’s acquisition of Twitter, the platform was rebranded to X in July 2023
(McCallum 2023), but as data and references to this SNS all occurred prior to the restyling,
the site will be referred to as Twitter throughout this research.

Globally, SNS dominate internet use with an estimated 30% of all online time spent on social
media (Siapera 2018), though many of the top social networks are now “closed” user-to-
user or user-to-group messaging services such as WhatsApp (Dixon 2023) making analysis
problematic. Social media are continually “mutating” as Kidd (2019, 194) describes this
environment of changes to terms of service, shifts in platform popularity and the regular
addition and removal of features. Those seeking to use SNS to create and distribute content
to connect with audiences must keep up to ensure they are still relevant in a fast-paced
digital landscape.

Facebook has almost 3bn active users, YouTube has 2.5bn and Instagram has recently
reached 2bn (Dixon 2023). However, the oft-discussed Twitter lags behind with an active
userbase of 550m (Dixon 2023). Despite a growing increase in competition, this core of

SNS remains a key source of information and communication amongst UK web users
(Ofcom 2022a). People in the UK are increasingly digitally dependent with adult internet
users spending four hours a day online (Ofcom 2022b). UK society is “always on”, with on-
the-go internet access enabled by widespread smartphone ownership. Internet use in the
UK heavily involves SNS as 98% of online adults were using at least one type of online
communication platform in 2021 (Ofcom 2022a). The Meta-owned Facebook and Messenger
were the second most used UK website/apps, attracting almost 47m users each month
(Ofcom 2022b), almost 70% of the population. Indeed, eighteen per cent of time spent online
by UK adults is on Meta websites and apps (Ofcom 2022b).

SNS are now a deeply ingrained facet of people’s everyday lives in the UK, forming an
important means for people to interact with others and their surroundings. Unsurprisingly,
archaeology has recognised the potential for using these platforms for communication.

2.7 Archaeology, the Internet and Social Media

A discussion of public archaeology’s historical relationship with the internet and social media
is necessary to understand today’s digital heritage landscape and the ongoing debates that
underpin this subdiscipline.

Archaeological communication on the internet has deep roots with early inter-scholar
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“electronic conferences” dating to the mid-1980s (Carlson 1997). These took the form of
newsgroups, such as the Archaeological Information Exchange, where archaeologists would
subscribe to receive messages and exchange information (Carlson 1997). During the 1990s
the internet’s potential for reaching wider audiences began to be used for non-specialist
archaeological dissemination including virtual museum exhibitions (Allason-Jones et al.
1995; Schweibenz 1998) and as educational resources at differing school levels (Garfield
and McDonough 1997; Lock 2004). While dedicated social media were still a decade away,
precursors to recognisable core SNS components were being used to share and discuss
archaeology. Newsgroups, email discussion lists and web forums (Carlson 1997; Champion
1997; Younger 1997) all feature interactive, social features reminiscent of the foundations on
which SNS are built. Younger (1997, 1052) lists familiar elements when describing how email
discussion lists “read like oral conversations, they can be exchanged almost instantaneously
and often participants are unknown to each other”.

Fascinatingly, many of the seemingly new concerns around current archaeological social
media use are found in earlier discussions of internet content. The presence of trolls and
abuse (Carlson 1997; Younger 1997), fringe archaeology and the uneven quality of online
information (Brunn 1997; Champion 1997), the deliberate misappropriation of data by
groups, such as White Supremacists (Sturges & Griffin 2003) and the lack of institutional
support and understanding of digital content by managers (Brunn 1997) are still frequently
discussed today.

In the early 2000s, archaeologists, particularly McDavid (2004a; 2004b), Joyce and
Tringham (2007), began to explore the internet’s ability to contest the unchallenged
dominance of traditional publication and research dissemination. Archaeological
communication had primarily consisted of a blend of formal academic publications and mass
media broadcasts and articles. Invariably these methods both displayed and reinforced
archaeological authority, placing audiences as passive recipients with little agency to
become more involved. McDavid’s work (2004a; 2004b) saw a desire to use the internet as
a democratising tool not only to enhance user interaction but to challenge archaeological
expertise. Seemingly foreseeing the imminent arrival of social media, McDavid (2004a;
2004b) felt interactive website elements, such as discussion forums, could be used to deliver
the core postprocessual tenets of reflexivity, multivocality and interactivity.

Equally, Joyce and Tringham (2007) relished the non-linear nature and flexibility of online
spaces where audiences could navigate more freely. McDavid (2004a; 2004b), Joyce and
Tringham (2007) all saw the internet’s possibility to accommodate diverse user perspectives
and subvert the stranglehold archaeologists had over non-specialist access to, and
consumption of, their work. Indeed, these early explorations of online heritage and the
identification of the internet’s potential to democratise and diversify the discipline continues
to underpin discussions surrounding digital public archaeology. As SNS and interpersonal
internet communication became an increasingly important facet of people’s daily lives,
heritage practitioners and institutions began to explore these technologies. The discussions
of McDavid (2004a; 2004b) and Joyce and Tringham (2007) became the prelude to a wave
of similarly positive writings extolling the benefits and untapped potential of participative web
technologies.

Within this enthusiastic discourse, authors began to regard the rapidly evolving online
communications landscape as possessing the tools needed to address the central issues
public archaeology had been facing for decades. Social media, chiefly SNS and blogs, were
discussed as a powerful new weapon in the armoury of archaeologists eager to destroy
entrenched disciplinary barricades that separated an interested public from their work.

Amidst the early writings on digital heritage, consistent themes emerged across both
museology and archaeology. Perhaps chief among these themes is the greatly enhanced
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accessibility afforded by social media (Armstrong 2014; Austin 2014; Beale & Ogden 2012;
Beierlein de Gutierrez 2014; Head 2016; Henson 2013b; Kansa & Deblauwe 2011; Morgan
& Eve 2012; Shipley 2014; Stanley 2014; Tong et al. 2015). SNS allowed archaeological
information to be shared without the constraints of time or location. Similarly, the ever-
increasing uptake of SNS by a seemingly hungry public were seen by archaeologists as
providing access to larger and, most importantly, more diverse audiences than ever before
(Caraher 2008; Henson 2013a; 2013b; Killgrove 2014; Meyers & Williams 2014; Morgan

& Winters 2015; Pitts 2013; Poucher 2016; Whitaker 2014). In a discipline where certain
groups are known to be largely absent from engagement efforts (Philips & Gilchrist 2012;
Thomas 2017), the digital potential to redress this imbalance was welcomed.

Fresh debates on disciplinary control of the past were ignited with the publication of Smith’s
notable Uses of Heritage (Smith 2006), which emphasised the authoritative stance of
organisations and institutions. Addressing such concerns, digital heritage practitioners turned
to social media as a means of ceding control and diminishing authority via the interactivity of
participative online platforms. SNS and blogs shed the unidirectional constraints of traditional
publication media and gave audiences the chance to engage in dialogues with specialists
(Austin 2014; Beierlein de Gutierrez 2014; Brock & Goldstein 2015; Caraher 2008; Giaccardi
2012; Hagmann 2018; Henson 2013a; 2013b; Kansa & Deblauwe 2011; Kelly 2010; Kuan
2015; Laracuente 2012; Morgan & Eve 2012; Morgan & Winters 2015; Morrison 2014a;
Valtysson & Holdgaard 2019; Whitaker 2014).

The small associated costs, low technical barriers to entry and direct access to millions

of users provided archaeologists with their own digital platforms to talk with the public.
Disciplinary coverage no longer needed to be filtered through the fickle media triad of
television, radio and newspapers prone to exaggeration, misrepresentation and inaccuracy.
The belief that social media afforded heritage practitioners a greater degree of control

over the depiction of their profession was frequently celebrated in an environment where
pseudoscience was proliferating (Armstrong 2014; Brock & Goldstein 2015; Brockman
2016; Henson 2013b; Killgrove 2014; Beierlein de Gutierrez 2014; Meyers & Williams 2014;
Morrison 2014b; Pilaar Birch 2013; Pitts 2013; Shipley 2014; Whitaker 2014).

However, as the body of literature on digital heritage expanded, a growing number of
authors pushed back against perceiving social media as a techno-utopian digital panacea
(Bonacchi & Moshenska 2015; Kidd 2016; King et al. 2016; Perry 2015; Perry et al. 2015;
Richardson 2012; 2014; Walker 2014a; 2014b). What followed was the rise of more cautious
and critical discussions of digital public archaeology that sought to reassess the potential
benefits of SNS and associated technologies. The recently vaunted “potentials” of social
media were judiciously reappraised and found to be more complex and problematic than
initially presented. Digital engagement was not necessarily more accessible and possessed
barriers of its own (Bollwerk 2015; Bonacchi & Petersson 2017; Caraher & Reinhard 2015;
Colley 2013; Richardson 2014; Walker 2014a). Similarly, the medium’s ability to reach wider,
increasingly diverse audiences was challenged (Bollwerk 2015; Bonacchi 2017; Bonacchi &
Petersson 2017; Bonacchi et al. 2015; Gruber 2017; Kidd 2019; King et al. 2016; Kowalczyk
2016; Pett 2012; Richardson 2012; 2015; Richardson & Dixon 2017) with critics highlighting
the difficulties of obtaining reliable digital demographic data and noting that online spaces
may simply be populated by traditional, “offline” heritage audiences.

Within this second-wave of writing, the most critical discussions focused on social media’s
ability to challenge the authoritative control over the flow of information to non-specialists.
Rather than facilitate two-way dialogues and subvert a hierarchical system, the use of digital
technologies by archaeologists and heritage institutions were seen to reproduce one-way
broadcasts and reinforce disciplinary control in online spaces (Bollwerk 2015; Bonacchi
2017; Bonacchi & Petersson 2017; Caraher & Reinhard 2015; Huvila 2013; Kidd 2011;
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Richardson 2014; 2015; 2017; Richardson & Dixon 2017; Richardson & Lindgren 2017;
Walker 2014a; 2014b).

Additionally, the expanding discussions of digital public archaeology and its relationship with
social media identified fresh concerns that continued to problematise the technology’s use
for outreach and engagement. These have included the prevalence and dangers of abuse
(Kidd 2019; Perry 2014; Perry et al. 2015; Richardson 2017; 2018), a worrying disconnect
from ethical considerations (Bonacchi 2017; Bonacchi & Krzyzanska 2019; Kidd 2019; Perry
& Beale 2015; Richardson 2018), an absence of evaluation and assessment (Bollwerk 2015;
Ellenberger & Richardson 2018; Richardson & Dixon 2017; Wilkins 2019) and ingrained
institutional negativity (Colley 2013; Webster 2014).

This more recent body of literature has helped redress the initial optimistic upsurge

of interest in participative web technologies and there is unquestionably an increased
awareness of the ethical, evaluative and human concerns of digital public archaeology.
However, there are still unquestionably disconnects, both between theory and practice
and within the literature itself. As Bonacchi and Krzyzanska (2019) note, current academic
digital heritage writings are focused either entirely on epistemological concerns with no
empirical basis or solely on the use of digital techniques to conduct research that has

little engagement with wider intellectual discussions. Digital tools are increasingly being
implemented to investigate archaeological content on social media including research into
viral content (Zuanni 2017), the transformation of archaeo-historical knowledge into political
identities around Brexit (Bonacchi et al. 2018) and Instagram’s use in the trade of human
remains (Huffer & Graham 2017; 2018; Huffer et al. 2019).

SNS are favoured for their ability to produce big data, where automated tools are used to
extract large quantities of user posts. Modern analyses have moved beyond the limited

and entirely quantitative discussions Walker (2014a; 2014b) and Perry and Beale (2015)
reacted against. Indeed, more mixed quantitative-qualitative methods are now increasingly
employed (see Bonacchi et al. 2018) that combine large quantitative datasets with smaller,
targeted qualitative analysis. The disconnect between digital heritage practitioners who
primarily consider the epistemological debates surrounding social media research and
those carrying out data-oriented analysis (Bonacchi and Krzyzanska 2019) has created a
fragmented sub-discipline of digital public archaeology. Both groups are seemingly content
to continue working within their strands and seldom does research draw together what, for
now, seem like parallel but unconnected pathways. Digital public archaeology exploring
social media and analysing how online accessibility, audiences, authority and interactivity
are manifesting in real-world applications is a growing area of research though one where it
is easy for assumptions to proliferate. Thankfully, the body of literature is continually evolving
with research into new areas including explorations of archaeological communication on
Instagram (Caspari 2022), investigating TikTok as an educational tool (Khan 2022) and
scrutinising pseudoarchaeology Tweets (Nugroho 2022), demonstrating an increased
engagement with the online sector.

Despite the increased attention for social media, sustained, empirically-based and
theoretically-grounded research into digital archaeological engagement is still much needed
to understand how core concepts appear within everyday SNS use. Similarly, it is unclear
whether any of the concerns identified above have filtered through to practical projects and
been addressed by practitioners. Development-led archaeology is entirely market driven
and notoriously slow to engage with emergent ethical, theoretical and research-focused
discussions, especially when there is seen to be little economic motivation to do so. It is
necessary for digital archaeologists working within this sphere to understand the current
outputs, characterise working practices and conduct a detailed quantitative-qualitative
analysis of development-led organisations’ SNS presences, content and interactions.
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2.8 UK Development-led Archaeology and Social Media

Formal publications concerning development-led archaeological use of social media in the
UK are still uncommon. This is likely a consequence of organisational management being
reluctant to dedicate time to SNS, let alone devote further resources to evaluating and
analysing their usage. However, the limited body of writing provides an invaluable insight into
early practice, perceptions and use.

During discussion of Archaeology South East’s (ASE) adoption of SNS for community
engagement in 2012, Orange (2013) highlights that the decision was taken to use digital
platforms to make their work more accessible. Analysis of ASE’s use of Facebook and
Twitter was quantitative, providing descriptions of core metrics (Orange 2013). Interestingly,
ASE appeared to dedicate substantial attention to this initial foray into SNS with their
organisational accounts being managed by ten staff to create varied posts and share the
workload (Orange 2013). Content included staff photo competitions, artefact spotlights and
guest posts, though how much public engagement these received is not discussed (Orange
2013).

Wessex Archaeology’s early forays into using the internet, chiefly their website, blogs and
podcasts, for public engagement is comprehensively detailed by Goskar (2012). However,
aside from the adoption of Flickr, SNS were yet to be utilised by the company to do more
than draw users to the main website (Goskar 2012, 33). Both Orange (2013) and Goskar
(2012) highlight the difficulties of conducting digital public engagement in the development-
led sector owing to the unwillingness of developers to pay for outreach, client-confidentiality
concerns and significant time poverty on projects.

A more critical evaluation of social media use in development-led contexts was conducted
by Gruber (2017), who questioned how democratising these technologies truly are.

Despite SNS providing basic demographic information to organisations, it is very difficult to
determine if users engaging with archaeological projects are merely recreations of existing
unrepresentative audiences who come with a prior interest (Gruber 2017). Gruber (2017)
also highlights the ease at which shared information can “explode” virally online, where any
creator control over how content is mediated, shared and sensationalised is instantly lost.

The Day of Archaeology (Richardson et al. 2018b) was a volunteer-run initiative which ran
between 2011 and 2017. It created a blogging platform for archaeologists to share their work
and attracted over 2,000 submissions during its lifespan. The project saw some interest from
professional organisations working within the development-led sector (Oxford Archaeology
2016; 2017; Reeves 2011). In a Day of Archaeology blog, Reeves (2011) provides
fascinating insight into the genesis of Oxford Archaeology’s Twitter presence. Reeves (2011),
on behalf of Oxford Archaeology, “signed up for the Twitter account thinking we’d use it for
something”. Most early content posted to their account was sharing Library content with only
“occasional human person Tweets” (Reeves 2011). SNS content was far from institutionally
organised and Reeves (2011) noted “we’re not really officially endorsed by- or approved

of- Oxford Archaeology. | secretly expect the day that we get shut down from upstairs”. This
image provides a stark contrast to two subsequent Day of Archaeology blog entries (Oxford
Archaeology 2016; 2017) which saw two Oxford Archaeology specialists undertake more
formal day long “Twitter takeovers” of their SNS accounts.

Perhaps one of the most striking explorations of development-led SNS use was conducted
by Kelpsiene (2019) who examined the Museum of London Archaeology’s (MOLA)
Facebook communications. MOLA's Facebook content was regarded as functioning
predominantly as “marketing”, with the organisation not responding to any user comments
(Kelpsiene 2019). Similar marketing-driven communications on Facebook have been noted
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in other heritage organisations’ use of the platform (Spiliopoulou et al. 2014). MOLA posted
22 times in a month, though only 14% of these posts were new material, and content
attracted low numbers of user comments and interactions (KelpSiene 2019). Here, MOLA
seemed to be eschewing the more participatory and interactive conversation that early digital
archaeologists associated with social media technologies.

The development-led sector’s use of SNS for engaging the public and conducting outreach
is currently poorly understood beyond anecdotal evidence, generalised presentations and
a very limited corpus of peer-reviewed discussions that are predominantly quantitative.
This thesis seeks to deliver a sector-wide investigation of professional archaeological
organisations’ use of SNS and its reception by audiences.
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Chapter 3 Social Media and Digital Content Analyses

As discussed previously, analyses of digital outreach and social media-based public
engagement are uncommon within archaeology. Where they have taken place, content
analyses and associated variants have been employed by researchers to examine data and
explore patterns (Huvila 2013; KelpSiene 2019; Wakefield 2020). Content analysis can best
be defined as “the systematic, objective, quantitative analysis of message characteristics”
(Neuendorf 2017). The technique is well-suited to investigating qualitative data, owing to its
versatility and applicability to mixed-media datasets (Neuendorf 2017). In the fast-moving
environments of SNS, a technique that can be used to interrogate images, video and varied
textual sources (posts, comments, replies etc) enables researchers to widen the scope of
their studies.

The archaeological application of content analyses to SNS have focused mainly on
quantitative data categorisation (Huvila 2013; KelpSiene 2019). Both studies provided
valuable insight into their respective topics, but the scope of the research was restricted

by small datasets and limited coding groups. Wakefield (2020) examined a slightly larger
sample and focused on qualitative user comments from a development-led Facebook page
but notably did not investigate the content that prompted the responses.

The versatility of content analyses and their use on different sources of data have resulted
in significant variability in methodological practices. With a limited body of research where
this technique has been applied to archaeological social media (Huvila 2013; KelpSiene
2019; Wakefield 2020), it was necessary to look to the wider heritage sector for examples
of content analysis being applied to social media. Here, scrutinising social media content,
comments and engagement is not uncommon (Cunliffe & Curini 2018; Hood & Reid 2018;
Price & Kerr 2018). Notably, museology has been quicker to use and evaluate social media
than archaeology owing to its desire to attract visitors, understand their experiences and
generate actionable feedback. Over the past decade a growing body of work has been done
by undertaking content analyses of museums’ uses of SNS, the content they generate and
users’ reception of these digital presences (Budge 2017; Budge & Burness 2018; Chen
2019; Holdgaard 2011; Jarreau et al. 2019; Laursen et al. 2019; Lazzeretti et al. 2015;
Padilla-Meléndez & del Aguila-Obra 2013; Waller & Waller 2019; Zingone 2019). While non-
digital, the work of Abaidoo & Takyiakwaa (2019) was also relevant, as it examines physical
visitor book comments using a comparable method of content analysis.

Owing to the limited precedents for content analysis within archaeology, the methodologies
in the above sources were examined to identify different practical approaches and help
create a process suited to this research’s dataset. These 15 identified heritage-based
content analyses stemmed from the directly relevant fields of museum studies and the
cultural heritage sector and were valuable sources for assessing evaluative methods.
However, outside the heritage sector, content analysis of social media data is employed
regularly in research across a wide range of disciplines, from media studies to the medical
sciences. While these subjects are clearly disconnected from archaeology and not
necessarily directly comparable, the focus of such research is on the same social media
content, such as account posts and user comments. Therefore, studying the methods used
to characterise and examine similar forms of content is important to ensure that practices
from other disciplines are considered when developing content analysis methodologies.

Alongside the heritage-based content analyses identified above, a further 20 methodologies
were examined to see how approaches were conducted (Brunner et al. 2019; Chew &
Eysenbach 2010; Déring & Mohseni 2019; Humprecht et al. 2020; Jain et al. 2020; Lei
& Law 2015; Levy et al. 2013; McCorkindale 2010; Mdller et al. 2019; Pantelidis 2010;
Salgado & Bobba 2019; Schlichthorst et al. 2019; Shen & Bissell 2013; Small 2011; Sowles
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et al. 2018; Stellefson et al. 2014; 2019; Tyrawski & DeAndrea 2015; Waters & Jamal 2011;
Waters & Jones 2011). These were drawn from a wider range of fields to avoid the insularity
of solely studying the limited existing disciplinary body present within archaeology and
museology.

Scrutinising these 35 different methodologies for obtaining and examining social media data
revealed significant variability, from automated, Big Data analyses to smaller scale, targeted
investigations. Indeed, not all researchers explicitly discussed data collection (Déring &
Mohseni 2019; Humprecht et al. 2020). Ultimately, study of this collection of approaches
highlighted that employing a methodology for social media analysis can take a myriad of
forms, all of which are valid if they are appropriate for the size of the targeted dataset, have
a robust content analysis framework and are ethically sound.

This research’s methodology was based on that employed by Wakefield (2020), with its
framework used as a foundation against which the above studies were compared to check
its legitimacy and explore the potential for including different techniques for acquiring data
and examining it. Areas examined included automated versus manual data collection, the
generation of coding schemes, approaches to different content formats (text, video, images),
defining categories, intercoder reliability checks and ethical precautions adopted by authors.
Elements of the methodology, from data acquisition to the coding framework, were checked
against existing research to ensure such approaches had been employed elsewhere and
were considered valid.

There is a growing perception of social media data analysis taking the form of automated
collection and evaluation where software such as automated sentiment analysis, a technique
that uses machine learning to categorise a message’s emotion as positive, neutral, or
negative, are employed to speed up research. However, manual approaches are still
common (see 3.1.4 below) and formed the basis for this research as they were suited to this
study and assisted with the development of coding frameworks.

The research’s developed social media methodology is described in more detail in sections
3.1.1t0 3.1.12.

3.1 Content Analysis of Development-led Archaeological Companies’ Facebook
Pages and User Responses: A Methodology

3.1.1 Establishing Data Sources

This study seeks to characterise, assess and understand how development-led
archaeological companies are using SNS. To create a detailed overview of development-led
SNS presences the dataset has been generated using two sources: CIfA’s list of Registered
Organisations (ROs) and the Archaeology Data Service’s (ADS) list of contractors who have
deposited unpublished fieldwork reports (Archaeology Data Service 2020; CIfA 2023d). The
UK’s development-led archaeological companies can be neatly divided into two categories:
those that have professional accreditation from CIfA (CIfA ROs) and those that do not (Non-
ROs).

CIfAis the leading professional body representing archaeologists in the UK (CIfA 2023a).
Many of the companies working in the commercial sector sign up to be CIfA Registered
Organisations where, following regular inspections by CIfA and by adhering to professional
standards and guidelines, they are recognised as being committed to “professional
standards and competence” (CIfA 2023e). In April 2020, 83 ROs were listed by CIfA (2023d).
This register was used as a basis to conduct searches across common SNS to identify
which ROs had active social media presences. An “active social media presence” was
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defined as an account or page that had posted a minimum of 10 pieces of content within the
previous six months (following similar classification by Jarreau et al. 2019; Laursen et al.
2019 and Stellefson et al. 2014).

CIfA ROs form only part of the UK’s development-led archaeological sector and many
companies elect not to sign-up to receive recognition from a professional body. It was
therefore necessary to explore whether, and if so how, these other companies made use
of SNS. As public engagement is a recognised professional obligation for members of
CIfA (2023c) it was considered important to see if this responsibility was reflected in Non-
ROs and their digital output. The creation and deposition of a report on archaeological
investigations is a condition of the planning process in the UK. These mandatory “grey
literature” reports enabled a comprehensive list of Non-ROs to be identified using the ADS’
library of contractors who have deposited reports (Archaeology Data Service 2020). Only
active Non-RO companies were considered for study and the ADS’ list of contractors was
cross-checked against the Government’s register of businesses, Companies House, to
remove those that had been dissolved. Non-ROs that could not be verified as existing or
active via online searches were discounted from the study. To create a comparative sample,
active Non-RO social media presences were identified and filtered using the same SNS
searches detailed above.

3.1.2 Social Network Selection

While one element of this research is to assess the range of SNS used by development-
led companies, its primary aims are to understand how these platforms are being used, the
content being generated and the nature of user engagements. To answer these questions
effectively, targeted content analysis, both qualitative and quantitative, was performed on
companies’ Facebook pages. Facebook has been chosen owing to its market dominance
(Dixon 2023) and, despite this popularity among users, its lack of widespread study

within archaeological contexts (though see Huvila 2013; KelpSiene 2019). Previous work
researching SNS has favoured Twitter (see Hagmann 2018; Richardson 2012; 2014;
2015), a platform where archaeological information appears to circulate largely among
archaeologists (Richardson 2012; 2014). It is currently unclear who makes up archaeological
audiences and exploring interactions on engagement on varied SNS, particularly popular
platforms, is a key issue for digital public archaeologists.

3.1.3 Ethical Considerations

As this research involved the collection and study of data ultimately derived from human
interaction, the ethics of the project were carefully considered. As Richardson (2018) noted
there are considerable ethical challenges and uncertainties surrounding work in digital
public archaeology where there are varied attitudes towards data collection and study.
Some institutions do not consider the collection and analysis of data derived from SNS as
requiring an ethical review or prior informed consent from participants as it is viewed as
“public information that they left behind” (Price & Kerr 2018, 171) though researchers often
elect to ensure that their data is ethically responsible and protects participants. This SNS
content analysis therefore follows issues considered by Richardson (2018) and guidelines
established in Townsend & Wallace (2016).

This research only collected data from publicly accessible Facebook pages and, upon
consultation with the University of York, as no direct human interaction was taking place
between the researcher and participants it was decided that seeking informed consent
from users would not be necessary. To further protect the confidentiality of Facebook users,
measures were taken to anonymise all collected data to mitigate the risk of individual
accounts being identifiable. The primary focus of the research is the overall understanding
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of the sector’s use of social media platforms. This will predominantly involve understanding
collections of comments within coding groups. These groupings can range in size from tens
to thousands and the research will not be focused on individual user content.

Targeted discussion of specific users’ individual comments, posts and content will be used
to illustrate coding categories and highlight important thematic points. In these instances,
steps will be taken to achieve anonymity. Firstly, the social networking site page for each
company will not be named and, instead, given a code for identification. Secondly, no user
account names, profile pictures or other potential sources of identification will be used in
the published research. Thirdly, no verbatim quotes will be used to prevent the potential use
of searches to identify the original source. These measures received ethical approval from
the University of York in May 2020 and data collection began the same month. All data was
securely stored following the data management guidelines (University of York 2020).

3.1.4 Content Acquisition

Owing to the diversity of content analysis research facilitated by SNS, a wide range of
methods have been employed to generate datasets. It should be noted that some authors
choose not to discuss how the data was acquired, choosing instead to focus on its analysis
(Doring & Mohseni 2019; Humprecht et al. 2020). Automated acquisition techniques are
common, particularly when obtaining “big data” for study (Bonacchi et al. 2018; Chen 2019;
Jain et al. 2020; Salgado & Bobba 2019; Mdller et al. 2019; Budge & Burness 2018; Chew
& Eysenbach 2010). Researchers may also employ dedicated data collection companies
to obtain the information they require (Cunliffe & Curini 2018; Laursen et al. 2019). A
commonly encountered assumption when discussing the study of data obtained from social
media is that datasets will both be large and collected via automation. However, the manual
extraction/recording of data from SNS is still widespread in digital content analyses (Budge
2017; Holdgaard 2011; Hood & Reid 2018; Jarreau et al. 2019; Lazzeretti et al. 2015;
Pantelidis 2010; Tyrawski & DeAndrea 2015; Soules et al. 2018; Waller & Waller 2019;
Zingone 2019), though it is sometimes assisted by screen capture software (Brunner et al.
2019; Price & Kerr 2018; Schlichthorst et al. 2019).

For this research, manual data collection of Facebook content was conducted. This method
was chosen owing to the targeted nature of research, which was focused on investigating
specific company accounts rather than trying to ascertain widespread trends across entire
platforms. Similarly, the anticipated volume of data was lower and a manual method was
selected to aid the development of the research’s coding framework (see below). While
“big data” analyses are unquestionably important forms of investigation, the nature of the
research tends to dehumanise the highly personal character of user comments, homogenise
the language of created content and lacks the fine-grained insight that a smaller, targeted
dataset can provide. This research was designed to understand a small dataset for a
specialised sector and avoid the impersonal mass of information generated by “big data”
investigation. Indeed, authors have been critical of recent trends towards research projects
favouring big data analysis. D’Ignazio and Klein (2020) coined the term “Big Dick Data”

to reflect the fetishisation of larger datasets and a growing emphasis on the technical
intricacies of this form of investigation.

Qualitative data was collected manually from the Facebook Pages of the predetermined
sample of both CIfA ROs and Non-ROs. Collected Page content included Posts (text, links,
images and video). Collected user content included Post Comments and Replies. Content
was gathered from a defined date range discussed below. The in-flux nature of social media
makes it difficult to study so a “static dataset” was created where posts were recorded at
the time of collection via screenshots to create a fixed record that would not be subject to
the removal or addition of fresh content. Data was then collected from this static point and
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entered into Microsoft Excel to create a consistent and comparable dataset.

The primary focus of most social media content analysis is to gather qualitative data to
identify and understand themes present within the data. SNS are also a ready source of rich
quali-quantitative and quantitative information such as Facebook’s user Likes, Reactions
(emoiji-based interactions including Love, Haha, Wow, Sad, Angry and Care) and Shares. It
is common for content analysis investigations into SNS to gather this mixed qualitative and
quantitative data to augment and enhance their main dataset with supplementary information
(Budge 2017; Budge & Burness 2018; Chen 2019; Levy et al. 2013; Shen & Bissel 2013;
Stellefson et al. 2014; 2019; Waters & Jamal 2011; Waters & Jones 2011). Following this
precedent, additional quali-quantitative data was collected alongside the Facebook Page
and user content.

It is important to note that the use and audience sizes of Facebook Pages varied
dramatically across the 44 accredited and non-accredited companies. The frequency of
Posts, number of user interactions per Post and the total follower sizes deviated from
organisation to organisation and could often experience sizable variations during the
research’s timeframe. Unequal Facebook Page audiences, the volumes and variability of
company Posts and potential company-specific biases towards certain content types are
likely to have impacted on the overall CIfA RO, Non-RO and combined datasets. Yet, there
is still value in studying the collated, despite its composition consisting of unequal Posts
from companies. The prominence of more prolific organisations is important to understand,
as their contributions are unquestionably more visible across Facebook’s archaeological
communities. To mitigate the difficulties of resolving these statistical imbalances in the
collated data, individual companies will also be analysed separately to assess the variability
in Post categories across CIfA ROs and Non-ROs.

3.1.5 Date Range Selection and the Covid-19 Pandemic

The primary objective for this research was to create a dataset that would help to provide

an initial characterisation of the UK’s development-led archaeological sector’s use of social
media, particularly Facebook. This “foundation” would hopefully create a baseline, to both
inform subsequent practitioner interviews and enable successive analysis. To create this
overview of SNS use, six months of each company’s Facebook content was examined. With
data collection beginning in early 2020, a period between 01 June 2019 and 30 November
2019 was chosen, giving a total of 183 days, 129 working weekdays and 54 weekends and
bank holidays. An end date three months prior to the data collection was selected to reduce
the likelihood that content would receive additional user interactions or be deleted during this
process.

During the project’s data collection the global Covid-19 pandemic resulted in a UK-wide
lockdown that had an unprecedented impact on the UK’s development-led archaeological
industry and people’s use of the internet. It rapidly became clear that this exceptional
environment was creating a different online environment and owing to the uncertain

nature of the pandemic, it was unclear how long it would last. The UK’s lockdowns forced
archaeological organisations into temporarily abandoning traditional physical engagement
outputs and, for those that did seek to continue interacting with audiences, drove them into
virtual spaces. This raised difficult questions as to whether the research should move away
from the original intention to characterise and create a “baseline” of the digital sector, or
whether it should redirect focus and try to capture an “up-to-the-minute” dataset reflecting
the pandemic.

For questions exploring how institutional social media use had changed and adapted to
Covid-19 it would be necessary to first understand the wider landscape, the original intention
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of the research. This necessity to pursue the original aim combined with the uncertainties
associated with the duration of lockdowns, difficulties in contacting furloughed staff and
advice from the research’s funding body the AHRC, meant that the focus of the research
remained the creation and characterisation of a dataset centred on a pre-pandemic
environment. However, a brief exploration of the post-pandemic archaeological Facebook
landscape was also conducted, with a three-month research period between 1st June 2022
and 31st August 2022 explored in Chapter Eight.

3.1.6 Qualitative Content Analysis Coding Framework

At its core, content analysis is an investigative technique where data is sorted into groups
using a coding schema or codebook (Neuendorf 2017). Content analyses of SNS have
employed varied methods of generating the categories in their coding schemes. The
development of coding groups can be either deductive or inductive. Deductive coding sees
researchers creating their codes based on themes or trends present in academic literature,
a method that has been used in investigating social media (Stellefson et al. 2019; Waters
& Jamal 2011; Waters & Jones 2011). For deductive coding to be successful it requires a
pre-existing body of relevant research within a discipline which, owing to the lack of existing
literature within archaeological contexts, makes this method problematic. Inductive coding
differs as it allows the categories to emerge from the data, often as the data collection is
being undertaken, and has been applied to content analyses on SNS (Budge & Burness
2018; Chew & Eysenbach 2010; Jain et al. 2020).

Rather than adopt the mutually exclusive use of deductive or inductive coding, this research
uses a mixed method following more recent trends in content analysis research (Abaidoo &
Takyiakwaa 2019; Hood & Reed 2018; Jarreau et al. 2019; Price & Kerr 2018; Schlichthorst
et al. 2019; Sowles et al. 2018). Deductive coding was used to identify initial coding groups
based on the themes present in the limited body of relevant archaeological and heritage
literature. As data was collected and samples studied iteratively, inductive coding was used
to refine the preliminary categories. This mixed technique allowed the development of the
coding scheme to be less rigid and more responsive to emergent themes.

Opting for a manual data collection method, rather than an automated technique was
valuable as it aided the inductive generation and refinement of coding groups. During the
collection process, the researcher was able to study the character and content of posts,
comments, photos and videos and identify deficiencies in the initial set of categories and
sub-categories. Where groups needed to be expanded to accommodate new themes or
contracted to reduce over-coding, this inductive stage made it easier to do so. Indeed, this
approach effectively turned the data acquisition into a primary phase of inductive trail coding.

3.1.7 Single vs. Multiple Category Coding

Initially, during the development of the coding framework, it was unclear how prevalent
content containing multiple qualifiers would be. Previous research (see Chew & Eysenbach
2010) has sorted social media content into multiple coding categories, where it was suitable.
During the earliest trial coding both multiple category coding and single category coding
were both tested. In multiple category coding, an individual post is included in the tallies

for every category it contained matching qualifiers for. Conversely, single category coding
involved matching a post to the category it best suited, even if it contained qualifiers relevant
to other categories.

Following multiple phases of testing, using both CIfA RO and Non-RO data, it was felt
that single category coding was the best-suited form of analysis. While content contained
multiple qualifiers, coding into a single category that best matched the primary focus of the
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post was considered to provide the best body of comparative data from which to build an
overview of organisational outputs. Opting for multiple qualifier coding would provide a more
diffuse overview of the anatomy of content and lead to data focusing on the components of a
Post, not the Post itself. Therefore, single category coding was chosen as it better suited the
research’s objectives.

3.1.8 Developing and Testing Coding Frameworks

Two coding frameworks were developed following guidance from Neuendorf (2017) and
Schreier (2012; 2013). The first framework was used for Facebook Page Content (Posts)
while the second was employed for User Comments. The Page Content coding framework
was predominantly developed using inductive coding, owing to the lack of pre-existing
literature on categorising heritage and archaeological-based social media Posts. This
absence prevented a deductive or mixed-method technique from building initial categories.
The User Comments framework was created using a mixed-method approach to generate
initial categories deductively before inductive coding was used to refine and expand these.

3.1.9 The Page Content (Posts) Coding Framework

During the manual acquisition of the Facebook content used to build this research’s dataset,
emergent themes present in archaeological companies’ Posts were used to inductively
generate a series of preliminary categories. These preliminary categories formed the basis
for three phases of trial coding to develop and refine these coding groups. Each round
involved a sample group from three randomly selected development-led Facebook Pages,
with the first using a group of 311 Posts, the second 300 Posts and the third and final trial
another 300 Posts. The third trial coding was considered to have developed a framework
that provided sufficiently inclusive coverage of Page content.

Owing to the wide variety of topics present in the organisations’ Facebook posts, it was not
possible to create a comprehensive framework that could neatly categorise every piece

of encountered content. This necessitated the inclusion of an “Other” category. However,
during the last phase of trial coding only two posts (0.6% of the sample) were coded in this
way, suggesting the framework was robust enough to characterise most posts. Following
the three phases of trials, the coding framework was created (Figure 2). The framework
comprised 11 Primary Categories, eight of which contained Subcategories. One, Media
Coverage, contained a second level of Subcategories, to enable the identification of the
sources used for these Posts. Subcategories were created as they opened a secondary
level of analysis. A codebook, containing descriptions of each Primary Category and
Subcategory alongside markers and identifying features for coders, was drawn up to ensure
consistency and repeatability during coding (see Appendix A).

3.1.10 The User Comment Coding Framework

Owing to the difficulty of coding each response that formed part of a conversation, for this
research only top-level Comments were considered eligible for coding. Top-level Comments
are the independent, individual Comments left by users and do not include any attached
responses that form associated threads (though the number of replies each Comment
generated was recorded separately). As content analysis on archaeological Facebook
content had previously been employed by the author (Wakefield 2020), this earlier research
was used to deductively inform the creation of the initial set of coding categories. Before a
primary phase of trial coding began, the categories were amended based on discussions
with archaeologists and heritage practitioners. Subcategories were also created, to
complement the Page Content coding framework and enable a further level of analysis.
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Figure 2: The Page Content Coding Framework with Primary Categories listed alongside their
respective Subcategories. Through multiple rounds of trial coding, it was determined that not all
Primary Categories would require Subcategories
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Following the approach used for Page Content coding, the User Comment framework
underwent three phases of trial coding, each of which examined 300 Posts. The first two
rounds, resulted in some minor adjustments to the Subcategories, particularly in defining the
present elements in a Comment that would qualify as identifiers for coding. Following a third
trial coding, the Primary Categories and Subcategories were felt to be robust and to provide
sufficient coverage for the content encountered and the User Comment coding framework
was created (Figure 3).

QUESTIONS | Content Questions ‘
\—{ General Questions ‘
——1 Individual \
TAGGING | Muttiple \
—{ With Discussion ‘
INTERPRETATION | User Interpretation \
\—{ Guess/Speculation ‘
T hwor | dokes |
\—{ Memes/GIFs/Images ‘
THANKS | Event Thanks \
\—{ Content Thanks ‘
\—{ Congratulations ‘
EXCITEMENT/AWE
SUPPORT
FOREIGN LANGUAGE
NEGATIVE COMMENTS
DISCUSSION
OTHER

Figure 3: The User Comment Coding Framework. Primary Categories are listed in bold
alongside applicable Subcategories. Note: Not all Primary Categories generated Subcategories

Owing to the amorphous nature of many social media comments, it was necessary to include
coding categories that could encompass less defined and more specific but low-volume
content. Two coding groups were created to tackle these more problematic categories. The
first, Other, included User Comments that contained a highly defined and focused theme but
were clearly separate from the rest of the Primary Categories. Where a comment was coded
as Other, it was also annotated with a brief description to enable a post-coding analysis of
this content to potentially identify further emergent themes. During trial coding fewer than 1%
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of Comments were categorised as Other, which was considered an acceptable level.

The second category, “Discussion”, was created to capture the more ambiguous User
Comments that are commonly encountered during social media exchanges. These were
typically very brief statements of only a few words, unrelated content and discussions

about non-archaeological topics, conversational exchanges that had not responded to
threads and a further myriad of material that had no clear predominant feature. Where

this amorphousness was encountered Comments were coded as Discussion to avoid the
creation of hundreds of minor categories, where each would contain a handful of Comments.
Having previously encountered the often-nebulous nature of social media discourse before
(Wakefield 2020), it was felt that this category was a necessary feature of the coding. Owing
to the time constraints of the research, the Discussion category was deliberately designed to
be wide-ranging to allow a focus on the main identified Comment themes.

For more information on this category and coding criteria, please refer to Appendix A.

3.1.11 Page Content (Posts) Coding Reliability Checks

As Neuendorf (2017, 166) notes, for content analysis to be valid as a tool of measurement it
is necessary to confirm “that the coding scheme is not limited to use by only one individual”.
This is typically achieved using intercoder reliability checks, where other coders examine

a sample of the data to ensure the results are not a product of an individual’s subjective
judgement (Neuendorf 2017). As this research’s content analysis was being undertaken

by a single coder, the author, it was imperative to correlate the coding schema with other
independent researchers and professionals.

To check the reliability of the Page Content coding framework, tests were carried out with the
assistance of three other coders. These included an archaeologist with extensive experience
of the UK development-led landscape, an archaeologist that works in the UK museum sector
and a digital heritage practitioner from North America. The three individuals were chosen
owing to their relevant but differing backgrounds and experiences which would offer a range
of insights into the coding framework. Coders were given two samples of content to code.
These consisted of Page Content (Posts) alongside User Comments, which also included
the Posts on which they were left to provide context for the coders. Neuendorf (2017, 187)
acknowledges that there is no consensus on the sample size needed for intercoder reliability
checks though they should “never be smaller than 50”.

Trial coding is a time-intensive process and all the coders worked full-time. The reliability
checks required an initial meeting to explain the codebooks and categories, two phases
of coding sessions on Page Content and User Comments, a follow-up meeting and a

final sample following the completion of the content analysis by the author. Owing to this
investment of time from the coders, it was necessary to employ the lower threshold of 50
Posts and 50 Comments for the intercoder reliability sample. However, it was felt that the
use of three independent coders, alongside a sufficient sample, would still ensure a robust
reliability check.

Each coder had a one-hour meeting, during which the research and its aims were discussed
and both coding frameworks were explained. Following this the three individuals coded both
Page Content and User Comment samples twice, entering the data into spreadsheets on
Google Sheets. Once this has been done, another meeting was held where the coders were
able to discuss any issues encountered and provide feedback on the coding framework.

Reliability was ascertained using an intercoder reliability coefficient, Cohen’s kappa (Tables
1 and 2). While numerous different coefficients can be used (Neuendorf 2017), Cohen’s
kappa was selected as it is widely employed in content analysis studies. Neuendorf (2017)
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acknowledges that there are no common statistical cut-offs to mark at what level an
appropriate level of agreement is reached between coders. However, collating numerous
proposed criteria yields a consensus that any coefficient above .80 “would be acceptable to
all” (Neuendorf 2017, 168). The results of the coding tests from all three individuals produced
coefficients above this recommendation, when testing the level of agreement for both
Primary Categories and Subcategories together, the results yielded kappas of .93, .84 and
.84 respectively. While there were some small discrepancies, such as Participant Three’s
second coefficient being lower than the first, the results suggest that the coding framework is
not limited to use by the author alone.

Participant Number Page Content (Posts) Cohen’s kappa
Participant 1 Primary Categories 1t Round .89
Primary Categories 2™ Round .93
Subcategories 2™ Round .92
Participant 2 Primary Categories 1t Round .82
Primary Categories 2™ Round .89
Subcategories 2" Round .85
Participant 3 Primary Categories 1t Round .93
Primary Categories 2™ Round .96
Subcategories 2" Round .89

Table 1: Intercoder Reliability Coefficients for Page Content (Posts) using Cohen’s kappa. The
Subcategories results show the coefficients where both the Primary and Subcategories from the
coders matched the author’s own categorisations

Participant Number User Comments Cohen’s kappa
Participant 1 Primary Categories 1t Round .91
Primary Categories 2" Round .93
Subcategories 2™ Round .93
Participant 2 Primary Categories 1! Round .89
Primary Categories 2" Round 91
Subcategories 2™ Round .84
Participant 3 Primary Categories 15! Round .93
Primary Categories 2™ Round 91
Subcategories 2™ Round .84

Table 2: Intercoder Reliability Coefficients for User Comments using Cohen’s kappa. The
Subcategories results show the coefficients where both the Primary and Subcategories from the
coders matched the author’s own categorisations
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3.1.12 Post Sampling Strategy

The six-month period of data collection yielded a total of 2,344 Posts, with 1943 coming
from CIfA RO Pages and 401 from Non-RO Facebook ones. 4,074 User Comments were
recorded, 3,835 on CIfA RO Posts and 239 on Non-RO content. However, many of these
4,074 Comments were thread replies and not “top-level” Comments. Owing to the difficulty
of coding each response that formed part of a conversation, for this research only top-
level Comments were considered eligible for coding (although the number of replies each
Comment generated, was recorded separately). This created a dataset of 3,332 top-level
Comments, 3,135 on CIfA RO Posts and 197 on Non-RO content.

After careful consideration on the merits of sampling these datasets, it was determined to
code the complete dataset. This decision was made to try and generate the most robust
dataset available and to avoid any of the potential problems associated with sampling that
may lead to skewed results.

3.2 Audience Analysis

Understanding audiences is an essential component for delivering successful public
engagement (Bollwerk 2015). As Comments are arguably the strongest visible evidence
of user engagement on SNS, owing to their participative and dialogue-driven components,
the sample focused on this form of Facebook interaction. To explore the Comments being
generated user data was briefly examined to identify a prior connection to archaeology to
gauge how much engagement may be generated from within the field.

Following calls for digital archaeological studies to be more ethically aware (Richardson
2018; 2019) and this research’s aim to ensure the relevant social media data preserves
the anonymity of Facebook users, only a small selection of account characteristics from

a sample of users was gathered in line with ethical approval. At the time of the data’s
collection, hovering over a Facebook user’s account on a posted Comment would display
a profile picture and, depending on the account’s security preferences, may also have
displayed a job title and/or an educational qualification. This information was examined
and used to identify the number of unique users Commenting on content and whether the
profile pictures, job titles and qualifications (if present) demonstrated a link to archaeology
or heritage. Aside from this publicly visible, auto-generated profile summary no individual
profiles were directly accessed and any collected data in the research was anonymised.

Owing to the volume of comments encountered within the dataset a sample was chosen
across CIfA ROs and Non-ROs of the first 25 top-level Comments from Page Posts (or all
present if the organisation registered fewer than 25), with data gathered only if publicly
visible. It is important to stress that this sample is not representative of Facebook audiences.
Only a small proportion of users employ this mode of interaction compared with PDAs

(see Chapter Four) and there are likely to be other biases impacting the sample on which
individuals are more likely to leave Comments. However, determining how many Comments
stem from pre-existing archaeological and heritage audiences is important to assess how
widely Facebook content is reaching beyond the discipline.

Evidence of a user having an established connection to archaeology was recorded in
two ways. Firstly, if the user’s account had publicly visible employment featuring an
archaeological or heritage organisation as a current or previous employer or listed
educational qualifications in the discipline. Secondly, if a user’s visible profile photo
depicted them engaged in a common archaeological activity (on an excavation, working
with artefacts, carrying out a survey). This use of images to identify those involved with
archaeology as part of the methodology means it is hard to separate out “professional”

30



archaeologists from “amateurs”, including those who may volunteer or been involved

in community projects. Irrespective of “professional” status, any demonstration of prior
involvement with the discipline is enough to comfortably categorise these users as being an
established archaeological audience.

There are likely to be many more users with a prior connection to archaeology within

the dataset as not all archaeological Facebook users will advertise this connection so
readily, by listing their employment details, qualifications or using a “work” photo on their
profile. Equally, following 2018’s Facebook data scandals there is likely to be a greater
awareness of account privacy settings limited the amount of publicly visible information
available. Therefore, the true number of Facebook users with an established archaeological
association will be higher than the figures reported below.

Carrying out a more detailed examination of archaeological social media audiences was
beyond the scope of the research owing to the necessity to obtain more detailed personal
data and ensuring the collection was ethically obtained and involved consenting participants.
Given estimates that approximately 5% of Facebook users are thought to be fake accounts
(Nicas 2020) it is possible some of the encountered profiles within the dataset are bots.
However, given the close reading of the Comments attached to each profile as part of the
research, no account had any typical flags associated with bot accounts.

3.3 Practitioner Interviews

To create a sample that reflected CIfA ROs and Non-ROs, different archaeological
organisation sizes and geographical locations, a list of 20 companies was created that
reflected variety in these areas. Companies were then sent an invitation to participate in
semi-structured interviews alongside an information sheet providing further details about the
project (see Appendix B). Emails and information were either sent directly to engagement
personnel, if their details were listed on organisations websites, or via office or admin staff if
no applicable contacts could be identified. Where invitations were sent to central accounts,
positive replies from admin staff proposed a suitable interviewee with whom the researcher
subsequently communicated.

Of the 20 companies contacted seven did not respond to interview requests, five of which
were non-accredited organisations, making Non-ROs underrepresented in the interview
dataset. To try and address this imbalance two additional Non-ROs were contacted, though
neither responded and the limited number of non-accredited companies with active social
media channels prevented any further attempts to source additional interviewees. A CIfA-
accredited organisation declined to participate in the research, citing no available staff
members as the reason and another expressed interest in participating in the research,
though did not reply to follow-up messages.

Therefore, 11 organisations (nine CIfA ROs and two Non-ROs) agreed to participate in the
project, with participants returning a signed consent form confirming their involvement in the
research (see Appendix B). Interviews were carried out online in 2022 and recorded with the
platform’s native call recording software. The interviews were semi-structured and developed
using a “responsive interviewing” model designed to reflect the “dynamic and iterative
process” of conducting interviews and “learn what is important to those being studied”
(Rubin & Rubin 2005, 15). A framework of potential main and sub-questions was drawn up
(Appendix C) to scaffold the interview and provide thematic prompts for the interviewee, if
necessary. Main question topics included job roles, social media goals, content creation,
platform selection, evaluation, audiences, responsiveness, colleague perceptions, barriers,
the pandemic and training (Appendix C). Questions were drawn from themes present in
disciplinary literature and emergent topics from this research’s quantitative and qualitative
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analysis. However, the question framework was designed to be flexible and provide space
for interviewees to speak about the issues important to them and to allow for unidentified
themes to emerge.

Interviews were anonymised to encourage participation in the research and allow individuals
to speak freely about issues they felt strongly about. One exception to this approach

was the inclusion of DigVentures’ founder and Co-CEO Dr Brendon Wilkins, who agreed

to participate in the research and waive anonymity owing to the unique approach the
organisation takes towards archaeological work that would have made DigVentures easily
identifiable. While DigVentures’ business model is notably different to other companies
operating in the archaeological sector, their projects include development-led work with
clients (DigVentures 2024). For this research, it was considered important to explore
alternative mechanisms for online engagement and DigVentures’ social-focused approach
on community building and digital delivery provided a counterpoint towards more traditional
development-led strategies.

Interview transcriptions were produced by manually editing Zoom Education’s automatically
generated Otter.ai captions in Express Scribe. Transcriptions were cleaned to remove
filled pauses and similar repetitious phrases and all but Brendon’s were anonymised.
Each interviewee was then consulted to ensure they were satisfied with the removal of
potential identifiers and the content of their responses. Following this process, one Non-
RO interviewee withdrew from the research for unspecified reasons and the management
of a participating CIfA RO redacted approximately a third of their participating employee’s
transcript, despite its anonymisation, to permit its inclusion in the study. This left a dataset
of 10 interviews with nine from CIfA ROs and one from a Non-RO. Thematic analysis of
the interviews was then conducted to identify commonalities between the participants’
responses.

Where practitioner interviews are referenced and quoted in the text the interviewee’s
pseudonym is cited followed by the line number from the respective transcript (for example
Appendix D: Dawn, 35-37). All transcripts are included in Appendix D.

3.4 Post-Pandemic Data Sample

The Covid-19 pandemic has unquestionably exerted an influence on social media use, as
attested by the proliferation of research into its increased use and often its associated impact
on user mental health and digital wellbeing (Burke et al. 2021; Gupta & DSilva 2020; Haddad
et al. 2021; Liu et al. 2021; Valdez et al. 2020). Social media users’ usage of platforms
during the pandemic is thought not to have been typical (Kaya 2020). Equally, the rapidly
evolving nature of social media platforms and ever-changing user behaviours and appetites,
irrespective of pandemic impacts, creates an almost overwhelming degree of complexity
when trying to understand and interpret audience interactions. Owing to the time constraints
of this research and its primary purpose of characterising development-led archaeological
social media use, it was not possible to conduct a detailed exploration of the post-pandemic
digital landscape. However, a targeted examination aimed at gauging company content
outputs in relation to interview discussions was undertaken both to identify potential change
and possible areas of future research. A three-month period between 1st June 2022 and
31st August 2022 was chosen, echoing the primary data collection and to ensure this
reflected what is typically a busy time for archaeological fieldwork.

The variable nature of development-led archaeological posting and content creation
discerned from 2019’s principle dataset made creating a representative sample reflecting
this diversity difficult. It was decided to use a random selection of organisations, representing
approximately one third of companies reflecting both accredited and non-accredited
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companies, to ensure a sufficient range for the sample. To create a sample of the data,

a random number generator was used to choose nine CIfA ROs and five Non-ROs for a
total of 14 organisations, 31.8% of the original combined dataset of 44 development-led
archaeological companies. Posts were captured and recorded in the same manner as the
primary dataset, to enable comparisons.
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Chapter 4 The Development-led Digital Dataset: CIfA ROs and Non-ROs

The following chapter discusses the wider landscape of social media channels used
by development-led companies in the UK before exploring the quantitative and quali-
guantitative data associated with their presences on Facebook.

Using the steps detailed in the Methodology chapter, two lists were compiled of active
companies belonging to both categories of archaeological organisation, CIfA Registered
Organisations (ROs) and non-accredited companies (Non-ROs). While the directory of
CIfA ROs listed every accredited organisation in the UK, the catalogue of active Non-ROs
was incomplete. Owing to the difficulty of tracking down contemporary company data and
the time intensive nature of filtering the ADS’ complete depositor list, a sample of Non-RO
companies was created. This Non-RO dataset is not a complete summary of unaccredited
companies, though it is a characteristic sample of 41 different sizes of organisation, ranging
from multi-office organisations to ““one man and his dog” operations.

Both CIfA RO and Non-RO lists were filtered to focus solely on companies that offered
commercial, on-site development-led archaeological services. Organisations that did

not directly undertake this work were discounted from the study. These included local
government archives, environmental services and archaeological consultancies, which
principally exist to liaise between clients and archaeological contractors, unless it was
made explicitly clear in their digital presences that archaeological excavation was regularly
undertaken.

At the time of the research’s data collection, CIfA’'s Registered Organisation scheme
consisted of 81 companies in England, Scotland and Wales. After examining each company,
21 were removed from the study for not meeting the above criteria. Of these omitted
organisations, 19 were consultancy firms, for whom CIfA accreditation is undoubtedly

a desirable asset when tendering for work with clients. A further two local government
organisations were discounted as their work overwhelmingly dealt with local history archives
and it was unclear if either carried out active development-led work. One company ran two
independent social media accounts: one which represented the whole company and another
that was focused on a regional office. This created a foundation of 60 CIfA ROs from which
to explore development-led companies’ social media outputs.

The sample of 41 Non-ROs includes a greater proportion of smaller and region-specific
companies, many with few employees, though some larger multi-office companies are non-
accredited. With smaller staff numbers, Non-ROs are unlikely to have dedicated engagement
personnel. The focus of non-accredited organisations is more likely to be concentrated
solely on completing the required archaeological work, on-time and under-budget. CIfA
ROs are encouraged to actively publicise their development-led work and its results using
diverse methods, from traditional physical engagement activities to the use of the internet
as a communication tool (CIfA 2023c). Indeed, timely and effective communication and
publication is one of the criteria that is assessed by CIfA before granting a company a

RO status. However, Non-ROs are only bound to the required planning legislation and
developmental control specifications where there is usually no formal requirement to carry
out any form of public communication. This lack of a formal obligation among Non-ROs to
conduct engagement for many projects is clearly reflected in their digital outputs.

4.1 Digital Presences: Websites and Social Media

Creating and maintaining a digital presence for a company is now commonplace for
businesses, with dedicated corporate websites becoming widespread over the past 20
years. Therefore, it was unsurprising to see every CIfA RO had a dedicated company
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website (Table 3). It is worth noting that these websites varied significantly in design and
content, from sleek contemporary homepages to more “functional” designs. Despite a
website being considered an essential modern business component, it is interesting that in
2020 only 87.8% of Non-ROs had a dedicated webpage (Table 3) with five having no online
website, a notable impediment to prospective clients finding out about an organisation and
their services and for non-archaeologists to find out about archaeological work.

Website Facebook Twitter Linkedln =~ YouTube Instagram  Sketchfab = Flickr

Percentage of CIfA ROs 100% 85% 75% 68.3% 40% 35% 31.7% 16.7%

with Account

Percentage of Non-ROs 87.8% 58.5% 31.7% 51.2% 7.3% 19.5% N/A | 4.8%

with Account

Social Media Ranks N/A 1 8 - 2 3 - -
N/A 1 4 6 2 3 - 10

Table 3: Percentage of the 60 CIfA RO and 41 Non-RO companies with SNS accounts on re-
spective platforms. Social Media Ranks show popularity of each platform (excluding messaging
services). Upper row of ranks reflects global SNS popularity from Statista (2023) data and lower
row for UK popularity from Social Media (2023) data

4.2 Digital Presences: Social Media Selection

The selection of SNS among development-led companies is of considerable interest, with
Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn emerging as the clear favourites for both CIfA ROs and Non-
ROs (Table 3). However, there are notable disparities in social media use between the two
forms of organisation, with CIfA ROs having invested more heavily in SNS than their RO
counterparts (Table 3). Facebook’s global dominance as the social networking platform of
choice among users was reflected in its uptake by CIfA ROs, with 51 (85%) organisations
having created company Pages on it by 2020. Despite this popularity, just under two thirds
of Non-ROs had signed-up for a Facebook account within the same timeframe. Even
more surprising is that only 11 Non-ROs (26.8%) had active accounts that had posted
more than ten pieces of content within the six-month research period. This limited uptake
and notable degree of inactivity suggests that communication via social media channels
was not regarded as a serious concern among most Non-ROs. The use of Facebook by
development-led companies and user responses to the content they create is the focus of
this research and is returned to in greater detail subsequently.

4.2.1 Twitter

Microblogging platform Twitter was used by both CIfA ROs and Non-ROs with 75% and
31.7% of these companies holding accounts, respectively (Table 3). Twitter launched in 2006
(Arrington 2006) but it took six years for its popularity to skyrocket (Twitter 2012). It was
during this period that many archaeologists started using the platform (Richardson 2012;
2014), including development-led companies (Reeves 2011; Goskar 2012). Twitter has

long been a prominent social media platform within the wider public consciousness, buoyed
by its use by politicians and celebrities, and interest has increased following Elon Musk’s
controversial acquisition of the site in 2022 (Clayton & Hoskins 2022). However, despite its
cultural prominence the platform’s number of regular users is dwarfed by its competitors,
notably Facebook, YouTube, Instagram and TikTok (Beveridge & Lauron 2023; Lua 2023;
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Statista 2023).

Despite Twitter's comparatively limited audience size, its continued use by the
archaeological sector seems to stem from the platform’s disciplinary legacy and its familiarity
with professional practitioners. Equally, Richardson’s (2012; 2014) observations that much
of the platform’s archaeological communication occurs within a specialist bubble appears to
encourage the inter-archaeologist use of the SNS where practitioners can network, share
publications and converse with others that share similar research interests. Of note was the
disparity in Twitter use between accredited and non-accredited organisations, with more
than twice the percentage of CIfA ROs using the SNS (Table 3). Considering that Twitter is
historically perceived as a core SNS (YouGov 2020), the discrepancy reflects the broader
disconnect between SNS use between those organisations that are accredited and those
that are not visible in this research (see below).

4.2.2 Linkedln

LinkedIn is a business-focused social networking site that seeks to “connect the world’s
professionals”, where individuals and companies can create accounts (LinkedIn 2023a;
2023b). LinkedIn is primarily focused on advertising jobs and providing employment
services, though it offers inter-professional social networking and professional training
(LinkedIn 2023a). Dedicated company accounts typically provide basic information and
contact details, though they may also include details of any current job adverts and updates
about their work.

Both groups of development-led companies used LinkedIn, with 68.3% of CIfA ROs and
51.2% of Non-ROs having a presence on the SNS. LinkedIn’s emphasis on jobs, company
information and employees suggest that its popularity with these organisations is primarily
centred on recruitment and business concerns, something described by interviews with
engagement practitioners (Appendix D: Alice, 228-229; Ellen, 171-175; Samantha, 127-130).
The platform is primarily associated with a professional audience engaged in networking,
marketing and recruitment (Balkhi 2018; Osman 2020; The Muse Editor 2020). Indeed,
during this research’s Facebook content analysis many companies routinely shared LinkedIn
job adverts.

While most development-led archaeological LinkedIn accounts solely focused on company
details and recruitment, two practitioners described successfully sharing wider engagement
content on the SNS (see Chapter Seven). However, for most companies the use of LinkedIn
tied in with company marketing and business strategies rather than forming part of a wider
digital engagement approach. It is telling that of the three most widely adopted SNS among
development-led companies (Table 3), that one is not concerned with public engagement
but instead centred on attracting new employees and improving corporate visibility. While
LinkedIn ranks as the third most popular channel for CIfA ROs, it is the second most-used
channel among Non-ROs. For the latter, LinkedIn is almost as popular as Facebook, with
over half of Non-ROs (51.2%) owning an account. This prominence suggests that business
considerations are an important factor for development-led social media use.

4.2.3 YouTube

Despite YouTube’s global success as the second most popular SNS, its use in 2020 by only
40% of CIfA ROs and just 7.3% of Non-ROs presents a striking contrast. Closer scrutiny of
these archaeological channels revealed a paucity of content and lengthy periods of inactivity.
Of the 24 CIfA ROs with YouTube accounts, 15 of these channels had less than ten videos,
with an average of just 3.5 per channel. Similarly, 12 companies had not uploaded a video
for more than one year, highlighting just how dormant many of these YouTube channels are.
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On these inactive channels subscriber counts were typically in single figures, videos rarely

surpassed a hundred views and evidence of user interactivity, such as likes and comments,
were effectively non-existent. A handful of CIfA ROs had YouTube channels populated with

content (two contained over a hundred videos, uploaded on a semi-regular basis) but these
were clearly unusual.

This image of inactive YouTube accounts was reflected by the very limited Non-RO channels
(just 7.3% had a YouTube channel). Of the three Non-ROs with YouTube accounts, none had
posted a video in over two years. A single Non-RO channel had more than five videos, while
another had just one. Of the 26 videos across all three accounts, just one had managed to
receive more than 1,000 views and this was on content more than six years old.

The long-term inactivity of all but a few CIfA RO YouTube channels suggests that companies
had only a brief foray into the world of video sharing. Most of these flirtations occurred in

the mid-2010s, with a trickle of content being uploaded every few months before accounts
became dormant. This abandonment may have been prompted from a combination of the
resource-intensive nature of video production, the lack of interest from YouTube’s audiences
yielding poor view counts and a low initial engagement rate from users.

It has long been thought by marketers that video content on SNS is popular with audiences
(Ahmad 2019) and regularly attracts higher rates of engagement than any other form of
content (though see Appendix D: Victoria, 617-622 which challenges this). Video popularity
is continually increasing, and it was estimated that by 2022 82% of all consumer internet
traffic will come from online video (Ahmad 2019). The most probable explanation for the
limited uptake of YouTube, and video content more widely, is the greater investment in time it
takes to produce compared with image and text-based posts. Despite smartphones lowering
the bar for entry to producing videos and more “guerrilla” style footage being used to capture
archaeological work (Morgan & Eve 2012), in practice most development-led companies are
not using it. This absence of video for most organisations prevents a greater use of YouTube
despite its enduring online popularity.

4.2.4 Instagram

Continuing the sizable falloff in SNS accounts, Instagram was used by 35% of CIfA ROs and
just 19.5% of Non-ROs (Table 3). Instagram’s position as the third most used social media
platform (Table 3) contrasts its low uptake among development-led companies. The SNS has
an association with young people, an image that is supported by its demographics, with 60%
of its users under 34 (Zote 2023). Given the desire among heritage organisations to engage
with younger audiences, it is interesting that a SNS with a desirable userbase is seemingly
being underexploited. Instagram appears to lack popularity with both CIfA ROs and Non-
ROs and their limited adoption of the platform, despite it being a decade old, suggests a
reluctance to engage with this SNS. This low uptake by organisations may be a result of
Instagram’s focus on mobile content where it is difficult to use browser-based methods to
create updates, interact with audiences and manage content.

4.2.5 Other SNS

The use of other SNS by development-led companies was varied with no other platforms
receiving the same degree of widespread use as Facebook and Twitter. Despite Tik Tok now
having over a billion active users (Statista 2023), their use by archaeological organisations
in 2020 was extremely limited and few companies held accounts. In 2022 the picture

was surprisingly similar, with some companies having created accounts as placeholders
that were otherwise unused (Appendix D: Victoria, 111-112). Indeed, three practitioners
described their frustration at colleagues informing them they should be using Tik Tok without
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any conception of the time investment required (Appendix D: Ellen, 336-337; Mark, 533-537;
Victoria, 113-115).

Sketchfab, an online platform for viewing 3D models that contains many of the core
elements of social networks, was used by almost a third of CIfA ROs in 2019. However, none
of the 41 Non-ROs in 2019 had an account on the platform, something which may stem from
the comparatively high fees charged for access (Sketchfab 2023c). Sketchfab (2023b) has a
specific category for 3D archaeology and heritage models though the site only has six million
unique users a month (Sketchfab 2023a) making it a remarkably small social platform. 3D
modelling is now an increasingly ubiquitous technique within the development-led sector,
particularly given the popularity of photogrammetry as an on-site recording technique (see
Must Farm 2016; 2019; 2020).

While many development-led archaeological companies use Sketchfab to privately provide
clients or specialists with models (Must Farm 2019), it is also clear that some CIfA ROs are
sharing their 3D models as a form of digital public engagement (AOC Archaeology Group
2023; Oxford Archaeology 2023; Wessex Archaeology 2023). Many of these companies
ensure models contain substantial contextual information including backgrounds to the
models, details of the excavations/artefacts and links to supplementary content, such

as blogs, that enable audiences to go further (AOC Archaeology Group 2023; Oxford
Archaeology 2023; Wessex Archaeology 2023). Yet, certain forms of user interaction,
particularly comments, appear to be rare. That many organisations are using a specialised
platform to share the technical outputs of their work is an interesting potential form of
digital engagement. Though if this content stems from a concerted strategy to disseminate
information with non-specialists or is simply a means of hosting an existing product from the
archaeological process is an area that would benefit from further research.

Flickr, a historically popular photo hosting and sharing SNS that has steadily dwindled since
its acquisition by Yahoo (Honan 2012) and a shift towards a paid subscription model (Flickr
2018), had limited use by archaeological organisations in 2019. While 16.7% of CIfA ROs
and just 4.8% of Non-ROs held accounts, only two company accounts were still active by
2020. A small number of archaeological organisations had accounts on smaller SNS and
sites with social components (Vimeo, Scribd, Pinterest, Tumblr, Soundcloud). On closer
examination most were inactive and therefore were not studied.

4.2.6 Absence of SNS

Given the prevalence of social media in society it was surprising to find that in 2020 many
development-led organisations had no presence on any SNS. Of the CIfA ROs, 10% had

no social media accounts, active or otherwise. While these companies all had an online
presence in the form of a company webpage, these were “static’ pages and most contained
only basic contact details of an organisation and the services they offered. For Non-ROs it
was more than twice as common to encounter companies with no social media with 21.9%
lacking any accounts. Four Non-ROs had no social media and no website, leaving them with
no digital footprint for prospective clients or the wider public. The data highlights an uneven
digital communication landscape where a notable proportion of companies were consciously
choosing not to engage with SNS, a trend that was more pronounced among Non-ROs.

Understanding why this concerted rejection of social media occurs within the archaeological
sector is challenging, particularly as no organisations that chose not to hold SNS accounts
engaged with this research. However, discussions with active digital engagement
practitioners (see Chapter Seven) suggest that a combination of the ingrained institutional
prejudices of senior management, fears over jeopardising company-client relations,
concerns regarding costs and a reluctance to move away from traditional physical
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engagement activities are primarily responsible.

4.3 Development-Led Archaeology and Facebook: A Quantitative Exploration

This section provides a detailed examination of the Facebook-derived quantitative and
quali-quantitative data from CIfA RO and Non-RO Pages. It begins with an exploration of
the frequency of SNS before exploring typical metrics associated with Facebook and, finally,
discusses emergent themes of Page-User activity, Organisational Responsiveness and
Engagement Influences.

4.3.1 Active vs. Inactive Accounts

Despite Facebook accounts for development-led companies being the most common SNS
for both CIfA ROs and Non-ROs, many of these accounts were inactive (Table 4). Only
accounts which had at least ten pieces of content posted during the six-month research
period were considered “active” and studied. Most CIfA ROs (85%) had company Pages.
Yet only 55% of these organisations regularly used Facebook, with 30% of Pages being
dormant. The proportion of inactive Pages was far greater among Non-ROs with just 26.8%
regularly posting content (Table 4).

CIfAROs  Non-ROs

Percentage of companies with Facebook 85% 58.5%
Percentage of companies with an active Facebook account 55% 26.8%
Combined Total Facebook Posts from All Companies 1943 401
Average Total Number of Posts per Company 58.8 36.5
Average Posts per Month per Company 9.8 6.1

Table 4: Summary of Facebook data gathered from development-led companies (01/06/2019 to
30/11/2019)

These figures reflect the use of other SNS platforms by development-led companies in the
above data. It appears common for archaeological organisations to create an account, often
as the channel becomes widely adopted. This account typically receives a flurry of activity
as the relevant platform benefits from the attention but this “honeymoon period” is rarely
sustained and, as time passes, the accounts falter and quickly fall by the wayside.

For many development-led archaeological organisations it appeared difficult to keep their
Facebook Pages populated with content. A deliberately conservative definition of an “active”
Page (fewer than two new pieces of content per month) was chosen for the study period.
Yet, even meeting this criterion was evidently difficult and less than half of the companies
examined (43.5%) managed to maintain an “active” Page. Prominent distinctions were
visible between CIfA ROs and Non-ROs (Figure 4), particularly in the combined totals of
posts from these respective groups (Table 4). CIfA RO’s active Facebook pages produced
1,943 posts during the six-month period, whereas Non-RO accounts generated 401. While
there were more CIfA ROs than Non-ROs in the initial sample (60 vs 41), this difference
does not account for the gulf in SNS use by the two groups.
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CIfA ROs Total Number of Posts Total Number of Posts

Company 1  [IIIINNEGEGEE 156 Company 1
Company 2 I 51 Company 2
Company 3 NG 35 Company 3
Company 4 NG 1o Company 4
Company 5 NG 17 Company 5
Company 6 [INNNENEGEGEGEEEE 09 Company 6
Company 7 NG 0/ Company 7
Company 8  [INIEIGGNN -2 Company 8
Company 9 NN 30 Company 9
Company 10 NN > Company 10
Company 11 NN 70 Company 11

Company 12 NI -
Company 13 [INININGG s/
Company 14 [ INNEG 52
Company 15 NN /4
Company 16 [ INEGE 24
Company 17 NI 42
Company 18 I :0
Company 19 I 33
Company 20 [ 36
Company 21 I 35
Company 22 I 35
Company 23 I 29
Company 24 [ 27
Company 25 I 26
Company 26 I 22

Company 27 I 20

Company 28 Il 20

Company 29 Il 17

Company 30 Il 15

Company 31 [l 15
Company 32 Il 12 Figure 4: The Total Number of Posts on Facebook made by CIfA

Company 33 Il 10 ROs and Non-ROs (01/06/2019 to 30/11/2019)

Non-ROs were engaging far less with SNS, both in terms of their wider platform uptake
and the levels of activity on those that were adopted. Equally, despite CIfA organisations
demonstrating a higher degree of investment on Facebook, there was still significant
variability in how accredited companies were employing SNS.

4.3.2 Frequency of Posts and Posting Times

The average total number of posts across the 33 CIfA RO Facebook Pages for the 183-
day study period was 58.8 (Table 4). This equates to an average of just under 10 posts per
month (9.8), or approximately one piece of content every three days (Table 4). Excluding
the 54 non-working days (weekends and bank holidays) from the period, where it is
unreasonable to expect content, this produces an average among CIfA ROs of one post
every two days.

There was substantial variation in the frequency of posts across the CIfA ROs. Only 13

of the 33 companies averaged more than 10 posts per month during the research period,
with 11 creating fewer than five pieces of content on average (Figure 5). The highest posts
per month average from a CIfA RO was 26, while the lowest was just 1.7, showing the
substantial differences between accredited companies.
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Cifa ROs Average Posts Per Month Average Posts Per Month

Company 1 [N 250 Company 1
Company 2 [N 05 2 Company 2
Company 3 [N 25 Company 3
Company 4 [HIIINNEGEGEGEGEEEENE s Company 4
Company 5 [ININENEGEN o 5 Company 5
Company 6 [INIINENEGN s 2 Company 6
Company 7 NG 73 Company 7
Company 8 [HIIINENEGEGEN -3 Company 8
Company 9 [N 3 Company 9
Company 10 NG 37 Company 10
Company 11 NN 117 Company 11

Company 12 [IIIINENEGEE 1>
Company 13 NN 112
Company 14 [N 57
Company 15 I 73
Company 16 I 73
Company 17 I 70
Company 18 M 67
Company 19 I 63
Company 20 I 6.0
Company 21 I 53
Company 22 I 53
Company 23 I 43
Company 24 [ 4.5

Company 25 M 43

Company 26 I 37

Company 27 I 33

Company 28 Il 33

Company 29 M 28

Company 30 [l 25

Company 31 HHl 25

Company 32 [l 2.0 Figure 5: The average posts per month on Facebook made by
Company 33 [l 1.7 CIfA ROs and Non-RQOs (01/06/2019 to 30/11/2019)

Activity among Non-ROs was markedly lower, with the average total number of posts for
these organisations standing at 36.5 (Table 4). Non-ROs’ average posts per month were just
6.1, far lower than that of their CIfA counterparts. Indeed, this figure was boosted by one
very active company that averaged 24.8 pieces of content per month. Aside from this one
organisation, just one other Non-RO (Company 06) managed to average more than 10 posts
per month (Figure 5). Eight of the 11 Non-ROs studied generated content, on average, fewer
than four times per month (Figure 5).

Despite a higher proportion of CIfA ROs posting more frequently, the overall volume of
content remained low across most organisations. Only one third of the overall sample of 44
companies managed to average 10 pieces of Facebook content per month (Figure 5). While
two-thirds of all organisations had sparsely updated Pages, there were a select group of CIfA
ROs, and a single Non-RO, that unquestionably used Facebook as a keystone in their wider
communication strategies. However, it is important to note that the frequency of posting

does not automatically translate into higher user engagement or audience interactions (see
discussion of Comments for Non-RO Company 1 and 11 below).
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4.3.3 Posting Days and Timings

Figure 6 shows the most popular days for posting Facebook content for CIfA ROs and
Non-ROs in 2019. Non-ROs showed a very slight increase in content during the middle of
the week, compared to CIfA ROs’ tendency to post more at the end of the week (Figure 6).
Curiously, for Non-ROs, there was little significant difference towards the numbers of posts
shared on a weekday compared to the weekend. This suggests that for Non-ROs there was
no demarcation between working and non-working days when it comes to sharing content on
Facebook.

Most Popular Days for Posting Content

CIfAROs

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday

Figure 6: The total number of posts per day of the week from all CIfA ROs and Non-ROs
(01/06/2019 to 30/11/2019)

Facebook (2023a) includes inbuilt scheduling tools that enable Page owners to prepare
content in advance to be automatically posted at a predetermined date and time, enabling
the easy sharing of material on weekends and holidays at any time. It may have been the
case that Non-ROs were using scheduling to post content evenly, including weekends.
However, the low post averages and uneven spacing of posts among non-accredited
organisations implies an ad hoc, “as and when it suits” approach to Facebook use.

It can be difficult to definitively establish if a Facebook post was scheduled, particularly if

it was done using internal platform options and not a third-party content manager (such as
Hootsuite). However, when posts are scheduled, there is a high probability they will fall on
an hourly or half-hourly interval rather than an irregular time (for example 09:00 rather than
09:17). While this will not always the case, organisation posting times were analysed for
potential evidence of scheduling and to determine consistency of content sharing. Among
Non-ROs just 26 of the 401 posts (6.5%) appeared to have been scheduled in advance,
indicating that non-accredited companies were seldom utilising this distribution tool. Indeed,
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the regularity in post frequency across each day of the week appears to show a persistent
model of impromptu SNS use rather than a pre-determined communication strategy. Indeed,
it may simply have been the case that Non-ROs worked more frequently on weekends and
their consistently low volumes of posting have artificially generated this trend.

While Non-ROs demonstrated an even distribution of content, albeit in limited volumes,
CIfA ROs displayed greater variation in the days posts were shared (Figure 6). Accredited
organisations favoured working days with an emphasis visible at the beginning and

end of the week (Figure 6), with CIfA ROs having posted half as often on Saturday and
Sunday compared with Monday to Friday. This trend appears to be indicative of accredited
companies using Facebook during conventional employment hours and not using or
monitoring Pages outside of work.

Employing a similar analysis of posting times to explore the potential for content scheduling
described above, 341 of the 1,943 CIfA RO Posts (17.5%) were identified as being
scheduled. While this is a considerably higher proportion than among their Non-RO
counterparts, it still suggested that less than one fifth of CIfA RO content was preprepared
and posted in advance. The implication that much of the content encountered in the research
was not scheduled raises interesting questions surrounding how many posts among
development-led archaeological companies are prepared in advance, rather than created
and shared at the time. If so, this would suggest that SNS content is largely reactionary, with
posts created as and when a content opportunity presents itself rather than staff having the
opportunity to seek out and craft material to populate their Pages.

Scheduling tools can remove the need for out-of-hours posting. However, they do not
remove the need for staff to oversee and moderate user reactions to content, a responsibility
that typically necessitates timely responses to protect potential reputational damage to
company and client image. Therefore, CIfA RO Facebook content being focused within the
working week reflects concentrating posts where they can be monitored while mitigating the
need for digital crisis management when managerial and collegiate support is unavailable.

Visible spikes in posts at the beginning and end of the working week for CIfA ROs, with 7.2%
of Facebook posts shared on Monday morning and 10.5% on Friday afternoons, indicate
that these were times where staff found it easiest to distribute content, just before or just
after the weekend. Examination of the timings of posts demonstrate that, unsurprisingly,
most posts are shared during typical office hours, concentrated between 08:00 and 18:00
(Figure 7). Despite the notable difference in post volume between CIfA ROs and Non-ROs,
there is also an interesting contrast between the preferred times for posting Facebook
content between organisation types. CIfA ROs favour morning content, with most posts
made between 08:00 and 11:00 whereas among Non-ROs there is a slight increase at the
end of the working day, between 16:00 and 19:00 (Figure 7).

This difference suggests that among CIfA ROs, creating and sharing social content is more
likely to be a recognised component of their job and workflow, taking place during their
working hours (whether this is a formal responsibility is explored further in Chapter Seven’s
practitioner interviews). However, for Non-ROs the focus in post times occurring after 16:00
implies that most are shared after work, when posting in this more liminal timeslot will have
less impact on paid work delivering archaeology on-time and on-budget for clients. This
suggests that Non-ROs place less importance on Facebook posts, something reflected in
practitioner discussions (Chapter 7).

There are also a small, though not insignificant, number of CIfA RO and Non-RO posts that
fall well outside of working hours. These posts, shared pre-06:00 and post-19:00 (Figure

7) are concerning, as it is hard to conceive why staff are being required to disseminate
social media content so far beyond typical working hours. Given fears over the detrimental
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impact SNS can have on mental health (Sheldon et al. 2019) and practitioner concerns over
digital wellbeing (Chapter Seven), these posts suggest a problematic grey area between
staff’'s personal use of SNS and the presence of implicit or explicit expectations from their
employers.

Most Popular Times for Posting Content

CIfAROs

Pre 0600 - 0700 - 0800 - 0900 - 1000 - 1100 - 1200 - 1300 - 1400 - 1500 - 1600 - 1700 - 1800 - 1900 - 2000 - 2100 - Post
0600 0659 0759 0859 0959 1059 1159 1259 1359 1459 1559 1659 1759 1859 1959 2059 2159 2200

Figure 7: The total number of posts per time slot from all CIfA ROs and Non-ROs (01/06/2019 to
30/11/2019)

4.3.4 Discussion of Post Frequency, Days and Times

Examination of post frequency, timings and the days content was shared among
development-led archaeological organisations suggests that for many CIfA ROs and Non-
ROs, Facebook use in 2019 was largely uncoordinated and ad hoc. Despite a greater
proportion of CIfA ROs engaging with Facebook, there was still an overall inconsistency in
the quantity and regularity of posts, creating a landscape where most companies are using
this SNS erratically.

The research showed that some organisations, a handful of CIfA ROs and one Non-RO
(Figure 4), appeared to be using their Facebook presence in an organised manner, where
relatively regular content created a consistent stream of information for users. However,
these organisations were in the minority. Indeed, much of the Facebook outputs of
archaeological companies suggested posts appeared on an “as-and-when” basis, with little
evidence for firms, accredited or otherwise, having social media strategies in 2019.

In the latest available examination of archaeological job roles in the UK, the Profiling

the Profession Report 2020 (Aitchison et al. 2020), 51 respondents worked in Public
Archaeology roles, though it was unclear how many of these positions were in the
development-led archaeological sector. In the 2012/13 study (Aitchison & Rocks-Macqueen
2013) just three Education and Outreach roles in the field investigation and research
category were recorded. This would suggest that for many fieldwork-based organisations
there were few dedicated digital communication staff, particularly among smaller
organisations.

Chapter Seven'’s interviews with practitioners does include discussions with numerous staff
with specific social media communications roles. However, participants were unlikely to

44



represent the sector more widely, as communication specialists were more likely to have the
time and interest to participate in this research. Indeed, despite this selection bias numerous
participants created and shared content on a less formal basis in addition to their primary
roles (see 7.1 Participant Roles). Therefore, it appears that the frequency and timings of
postings encountered in the dataset stemmed from many development-led archaeological
organisations taking a more reactionary, ad hoc approach to creating and sharing content
on Facebook. This general lack of investment in regular posts appears to indicate that
companies did not regard social media as an important component of their wider messaging
and dissemination, or that wider messaging and dissemination itself was not a priority.

4.4 Facebook User-Page Interactions

As previously discussed, SNS are popular sources for researchers owing to their accessible
trove of quantitative and qualitative data. Quantitative information can be easily accessed
and comes pre-packaged in neatly labelled partitions reflecting different user behaviours. On
Facebook, the most prevalent types of publicly visible user interactions are Likes/Reactions,
Shares and Comments, though most SNS all have comparable categories (see Twitter’s
Likes, Retweets and Replies). Social media research typically focuses on these easily
discernible user-Page metrics. However, it is important to consider that most users simply do
not interact with digital content or, more accurately, do not interact in a manner that leaves
interpretable metrics.

4.4.1 Lurking or Listening?

Since the earliest studies into internet use there has been a focus on online participation
being defined as “actively contributing content and commentary” (Crawford 2012,

63). This underlying perspective, that participation requires visible interaction, led to

the characterisation of non-interactive, effectively silent, users as “lurkers”. Academic
perceptions of lurkers were immediately hostile (Crawford 2012; Edelmann 2016). Lurkers,
with their non-participative observation, were persistently characterised as freeloaders
benefitting from the hard work of others and that they were non-productive, vacant
bystanders that wasted bandwidth (Antin & Cheshire 2010; Crawford 2012; Edelmann
2016; Kushner 2016). “Lurker” with its connotations of sneakiness, hiding and malice have
created a term explicitly negative in nature (Crawford 2012; Edelmann 2016) and, despite re-
evaluations in the past decade, this negativity persists.

Despite this hostility, most internet users are lurkers. Writing in the mid-2000s, Nielson
(2006) published a landmark blog highlighting that across SNS and online groups lurkers
dominate audiences. Highlighting this digital participation inequality, Nielson (2006)
discussed the “90-9-1 Rule”, where 90% of online users never contribute, 9% do so
occasionally and 1% account for most content. This phenomenon creates highly skewed
understandings of digital communities and that, while the precise percentages of lurking
can be influenced it will never be possible to overcome this participation inequality (Nielson
2006). Nielson’s 90-9-1 Rule has proved remarkably enduring in the ever-changing online
world of SNS. Despite challenges to the concept, the proportion of lurkers appears to have
remained constant (Kushner 2016). Companies, particularly those invested in social media
platforms, have been continually investing in making participation easier. The implementation
of liking, following and other one-click interactions are seen by Kushner (2016) as moves
by companies to simplify and streamline participation and drive lurkers to become more
involved.

However, lurking has received a more positive revaluation within internet studies (Crawford
2012; Edelmann 2016). Instead of lurking being characterised as a social dysfunction, which
is incongruous given that it is the most popular online behaviour, it has been reinterpreted as
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listening (Crawford 2012; Edelmann 2016). Rather than viewing lurkers as being passive and
ignoring content, these silent users are still participating by scanning feeds, choosing what to
read and actively selecting which material to explore (Edelmann 2016). As Crawford (2012)
argues, listening is an essential facet of participation but there has been a disproportionate
focus on more active forms, particularly speaking. Indeed, online participation needs to be
revaluated to recognise “how agency and engagement are developed through listening as
much as through voice” (Crawford 2012).

Yet, lurking is a notoriously difficult form of engagement to understand in digital spheres.
Where quantitative traces are left by silent users, they are at best vague. Facebook’s Reach
metric (Facebook 2023b) tracks the number of unique users that saw content “at least once”.
Reach is effectively an all-encompassing metric. It will include users diligently reading and
absorbing posts alongside users pausing for a second to glance at an image as they scroll
through their Facebook Newsfeed. How can researchers possibly unpick a user’s degree

of engagement from this amorphous metric? If these users did not go on to leave a Like,
Reaction, Share or Comment then it is virtually impossible to understand the nature of these
lurkers’ participation or engagement.

It is the difficulty of deciphering these metrics, coupled with the legacy of lurking being
considered as an unproductive, parasitical behaviour, that has led internet researchers to
place it at the bottom of web hierarchies of participation (Crawford 2012). Social media
engagements are often grouped and discussed as a hierarchy, either explicitly or implicitly,
with studies often drawing out Likes, Shares and Comments as categories on Facebook
(Kahle et al. 2016; McLeod-Morin et al. 2020; Wood 2020). Yet, there is a lack of discussion
of the “silent majority” of users and a focus on the distinct, pre-existing engagement
categories. This leaves Reach and Impressions, and therefore the few traces of lurking,
either entirely absent or at the bottom of the hierarchy of meaningful digital participation.

Framing lurking in this manner disregards that these users are consciously signing up to
platforms and making the effort to explore and digest content. Users clearly feel comfortable
in this activity and as Edelmann (2016, 166) highlights, “people lurk because that is what
they enjoy doing, because they have nothing to say or because they are learning, reading,
listening, forwarding or engaging in some other way”.

Within archaeological analyses of SNS, lurking has seldom been discussed (though see
Richardson 2013). Indeed, during the dissection of a development-led archaeological
projects’ Facebook use, Wakefield (2020) chose to focus on user-Page interactions while
effectively dismissing metrics reflecting lurking behaviours (Reach and Impressions)

as a less meaningful form of engagement. Clearly, lurking is a complex form of online
participation but it should not be assumed that it is devoid of audience engagement.

On a personal level, silent users may be highly involved with SNS content, Pages and
communities. However, crucially, this connection may be invisible to researchers.

Owing to the research’s timeline and the disruption to archaeological working practices
resulting from the Covid-19 pandemic, it was not possible to gain access to internal
Facebook Insights from organisations. This limited the author’s ability to assess lurking
behaviour. As a result, analysis focused on discernible and publicly visible user interactions.
However, it is important to emphasise that the “silent” use of public Facebook pages is not
necessarily a lesser form of audience participation and it is hoped future work may explore
these invisible forms of interaction.

4.5 Likes and Reactions

The notion of liking content is one of the most common forms of user behaviour on SNS
(Sumner et al. 2020) and is a feature present across all major platforms. A Like is a simple,
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“one-click” interaction that leaves a publicly visible response to a post, image, video, or
message. On Facebook, Likes were introduced in 2009 (Kincaid 2009) and dominate user-
user and user-Page interactions. Indeed, among Facebook’s users it is far more probable
for them to Like content than to generate it (Sumner et al. 2018). Reactions, emoji-centred
variants of the Like, were released in 2016 (Stinson 2016) and are intended to be “a quick
and easy way to express how you feel” as an extension of the Like button (Facebook Brand
2020). Facebook introduced a new Reaction, the Care, during 2020’s Covid-19 pandemic
(Lyles 2020) though these were not encountered on content from the 2019 research period.

Facebook (2023c) describes Liking content as “a way to let people know that you enjoy it
without leaving a comment”. Similarly, the platform designed Reactions to give a user the
opportunity to “specify your response” and be “a quick and easy way to express how you
feel” (Facebook 2023d; Facebook Brand 2023). Likes are the default Facebook response to
content and are an interaction which requires less effort on the part of a user than Reactions.
To leave a Like, a user simply must click or tap the Like button, whereas a Reaction requires
a user to hover over the button and then select the relevant emoji (Sumner et al. 2020).

While Facebook’s definition of Reactions implies that these interactions can capture

how a user feels when leaving one on a post (Facebook 2023d; Facebook Brand 2023),
potentially adding an additional dimension to quantitative metrics, it is overly simplistic to
equate the sentiment of an emoji with that of the user employing it (Tian et al. 2017). Indeed,
literature on Likes and Reactions, has highlighted the complexities of meaning inherent

to these “lightweight” response cues (Hayes et al. 2016; Sumner et al. 2018; 2020). Likes
and Reactions are termed paralinguistic digital affordances (PDAs), simple functions that
“facilitate communication and interaction without specific language” (Haynes et al. 2016).
However, PDAs are increasingly seen as phatic communication, a minimalist form of
communication that contains no substance or information but is nonetheless sociable (Hayes
et al. 2016; Sumner et al. 2018; 2020. Phatic PDAs are vague and many of their applications
by users can stray beyond the prescribed verbiage of the Likes and Reactions created by
Facebook. A Like does not always mean a user liked the content.

This ambiguity of the intent behind PDAs has led to them being understood through the lens
of Adaptive Structuration Theory (AST). AST considers that technology can be used either
faithfully, according to its intended application, or ironically, where users employ it in ways
beyond the original design (Hayes et al. 2016; Sumner et al. 2020). Research has shown
that far from aligning with their titles, Likes in particular are regularly deployed by users in
unfaithful ways (Hayes et al. 2016; Sumner et al. 2018; 2020). Alongside using Facebook’s
Like function literally, to express enjoyment of content, research has found users employing
it in surprisingly diverse ways. Studies found users engaging in metacommunication by using
Likes to acknowledge that a post had been seen, facilitate relationships and fulfil social
grooming by employing the PDA as a means of building or maintaining a connection with
another user and self-presentation or promotion by using a Like or Reaction’s Newsfeed
visibility to publicly align themselves with certain topics and content (Hayes et al. 2016;
Sumner et al. 2018).

Despite the temptation to unhesitatingly use Facebook’s definitions that equate a Like

with a like, these quanti-qualitative PDAs are more complex. As Hayes et al. (2016, 185)
note, “though just a click, PDAs may have many meanings... providing intrapersonal and
interpersonal meaning to social media users”. Equally, not only can there be multiple
intentions behind a PDA, but they can be interpreted differently. PDAs are “decoded as well
as encoded” (Hayes et al. 2016, 175). A researcher must therefore display caution when
using these sources of data to extrapolate intent and sentiments. However, some research
has suggested that Reactions, rather than Likes, are used more faithfully than ironically and
are employed less automatically (Sumner et al. 2020). Similarly, research drawing from a
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large dataset concluded that while Likes are more complex, the emoji-based Reactions are a
“good source for investigating indications of user emotional attitudes” (Tian et al. 2017).

For this research, PDAs will be used cautiously. Likes are seen as markers of visibility with
Reactions being used to explore the potential evidence of user sentiment. As the principal
form of SNS interactions, owing to their ease of use, PDAs form an important first step in
exploring user-Page activity. Yet, the innate lightweight aspect of Likes and Reactions places
them near the bottom of a hierarchy of online interactions. However, as deciphering users’
PDA intent have shown, while these one-click cues may be the most basic of interactions
(Hayes et al. 2016), it should not be assumed that the users leaving them are unengaged.

4.5.1 CIfA RO and Non-RO Likes and Reactions: Totals

The pronounced disparity between the overall number of CIfA RO and Non-RO posts is
understandably mirrored in the totals of Likes and Reactions these organisations received
(Table 4). The 1,943 posts by the 33 active CIfA RO Pages received 86,693 Likes and
Reactions, whereas the 401 posts from the Non-ROs attracted 4,996 (Table 4).

The greater sample size of CIfA ROs and the wildly different volumes of posts account for
the gulf in the total number of user interactions between CIfA ROs and Non-ROs. However,
the average number of Likes and Reactions for a post vary considerably between the two
types of organisation. On average, CIfA ROs attract 44.6 Likes/Reactions per post compared
to just 12.6 for Non-ROs (Table 4). Clearly, CIfA ROs are attracting more interaction from
their audiences, with content from these Pages over three times more likely to attract a PDA.

However, whether this variance is the result of CIfA ROs producing more engaging content
than Non-ROs is questionable and difficult to establish from metrics alone. It seems more
probable that the frequency and volume of CIfA RO Facebook content is the primary factor
in generating higher rates of user interactions. As discussed above, with CIfA ROs posting
more than twice as often as their Non-RO counterparts, this degree of activity generates a
larger Page following and a momentum that places their posts in front a bigger audience. It
is likely it is this degree of visibility that gives CIfA ROs larger volumes of PDAs.

Facebook Reactions on development-led archaeological Pages not only reveal noteworthy
user interactions but seem to diverge from wider trends on the platform. Tian et al. (2017)
explored over 57 million one-click Facebook Reactions left on 21,000 posts from some of
the most popular media Pages in the UK, the US, France and Germany. This study, with

its substantial dataset, revealed that Reactions were popular with users and comprised
over 20% of all PDAs (Tian et al. 2017). Equally, the authors concluded that, unlike Likes,
Reactions were less ambiguous in their use by audiences and could be used to gain insight
into user sentiments (Tian et al. 2017).

Tian et al. (2017) found that Likes still dominated user PDAs as the default interaction, a
finding echoed by the data from the development-led archaeological organisations (Table 5).
However, Likes among CIfA ROs and Non-ROs were far more prominent than in the wider
Facebook data (Table 5). Likes formed 87.9% of PDAs for CIfA ROs, 9% more than the
proportion in Tian et al.’s (2017) sample, while 91.9% of Non-RO interactions were Likes,
13% more than the 2017 study (Table 5).

These figures are particularly fascinating as the research by Tian et al. (2017) was
completed shortly after the introduction of Reactions when audiences were still likely
acclimatising to their use. It would be reasonable to assume that after a further three
years, users would have adapted and incorporated these interactions into their digital
lexicons, eroding the dominance of Likes and increasing the proportion of Reactions, even
if only slightly. However, among both CIfA ROs and Non-ROs, Likes not only outweigh
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Total Total Likes Loves Haha Wow Sad Angry

Posts  Likes/Reactions ﬂ O X i.-i i3 -

CIfA ROs 1943 86693 76214 6216 988 3220 51 4

(87.9%) (7.2%) (1.1%) (3.7%) (0.06)  (0.005%)

Non-ROs 401 4996 4589 248 33 123 3 0 (0%)
(91.9%) (5.0%) (0.7%) (2.5%)  (0.06%)

Tianetal. 2017 21000 57444404  (78.9%) (5.5%) (3.7%) (2.5%) (4.0%) (5.4%)

Wakefield 2020 121 73148 67152 3018 84 2858 34 2

(91.8%) (4.1%) (0.1%) (3.9%)  (0.05%) (0.003%)

Table 5: Totals and breakdown of Likes/Reactions from CIFA ROs and Non-ROs (01/06/2019 to
30/11/2019). The third row is from research by Tian et al. (2017) into wider Facebook Reaction
behaviours. The fourth row is data from a development-led archaeological project for compari-
son (Wakefield 2020)

Reactions but do so far more than the ratio encountered by Tian et al. (2017). Metrics
published by Wakefield (2020) for a development-led archaeological project demonstrate
a similar weighting between Likes and Reactions. So, why are Likes so dominant among
archaeological Pages?

One possibility is the nature of the content shared by development-led companies. If posts
are largely non-interactive, it may be the case that when users are choosing to interact that
they are doing so using the simplest one-click means available. In this context a Like will

be the most basic form of interaction. Indeed, these are responses that reflect the research
of Hayes et al. (2016, 183), that some SNS users are using Likes as a “non-conscious”,
“almost mindless”, “ritualistic or habitual form of behaviour”. These archaeological posts may
be filling a distinct engagement space. Within this space a piece of content is interesting
enough to cause a user to pause scrolling through their Newsfeed, perhaps to look at an
image of an artefact or a photo of an excavation. Crucially, where users do interact, they are

doing so using the lightest-touch method possible, a one-click Like rather than a Reaction.

It is tempting to assume that this discrepancy is a consequence of the archaeological
audiences that exist on development-led company Facebook Pages. While it is difficult to
determine the composition of Facebook users accessing archaeological content, there are
datasets that suggest a markedly different audience from the platform’s global audience
(Fernandes 2018; Wakefield 2020). Despite widespread initial hopes that the internet

could reach a larger and more diverse audience than ever before (Chapter Two), online
archaeological engagement may simply be replicating “offline” audiences in the digital
sphere (Bonacchi 2017; Walker 2014a; 2014b). Rather, the proportion of users in the higher
age brackets encountered by Wakefield (2020) suggested the older audiences typically
associated with archaeology and heritage audiences were being reproduced online.

However, research into older Facebook users aged 65 and above in the US (Yu et al.
2018) found that there was no significant difference between them and younger audiences
in the way they engaged in social media behaviours. This suggests that the prevalence of
Likes over Reactions is not a result of potential age differences present on archaeological
Facebook content. The high ratio of Likes on development-led organisational Pages is,
therefore, hard to decipher, an issue made more complex by the intrinsically ambiguous
nature of lightweight PDAs. Further qualitative explorations into archaeological audiences’
attitudes towards content and interactions would help the sector understand user
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perceptions of interactions and engagements.

Differences in the proportions of Reactions offers several interesting insights into user
responses to this archaeological content. CIfA ROs receive a higher percentage of Loves
than the averages established by Tian et al. (2017), Wakefield (2020) and among their Non-
RO counterparts (Table 5). While the 1.7% difference appears slight, the difference could
indicate that CIfA ROs are creating and sharing posts that are resonating with users, causing
more to React more strongly than a Like. A similar trend can be seen in the Wows received
by CIfA ROs where, despite Non-RO Wows matching broader Tian et al. (2017) data,
accredited organisations were generating 1.2% more of these Reactions (Table 5). Tian et al.
(2017) found Wows to be the least used Facebook Reaction (excluding Likes), whereas they
were the second most common across development-led archaeological Pages. A similar
proportion of Wow Reactions has previously been attested in a development-led context
(Wakefield 2020), suggesting that this may not be an anomalous occurrence.

If this is not simply a result of behavioural change since Tian et al.’s (2017) research, then
this would again suggest that CIfA ROs were more effectively engaging with audiences

than Non-ROs. Eliciting Wows suggests that accredited organisations are making use

of archaeology’s power and ability to amaze within their content. Whether this translates

into posts that were recognisably designed or presented with the intent to “Wow” is more
challenging and not necessarily born out from the qualitative analysis of content that saw
many posts existing to promote events and market organisations (Chapter Five). A further
notable difference is the low number of Hahas received by CIfA ROs (1.1%) and Non-ROs
(0.7%) compared with the 3.7% encountered by Tian et al. (2017). This discrepancy appears
to be a result of the low proportion of humorous content created by companies (see 5.1.8
Humour), despite uses of light-hearted posts and internet “meme culture” proving successful
elsewhere (Wood 2020).

Perhaps the biggest significant surprise revealed by studying the PDAs left on
archaeological organisations’ Page content is that Reactions with negative connotations,
Sad and Angry, were exceedingly rare across both CIfA ROs and Non-ROs (Table 5). It
is important to note that the sentiment behind users deploying Sad and Angry Reactions
may not be negative in nature. A Sad Reaction could be left on content marking the end
of an excavation or the retirement of a prominent staff member. In these instances user
interactions would have a positive connotation, making these PDAs complex to interpret.

Yet, even if all the Sad and Angry Reactions CIfA ROs and Non-ROs received were left with
negative intent, these percentages are remarkably small. Tian et al. (2017) found that Angry
and Sad Reactions were widespread across Facebook Pages, with Angry (4.5%) being

the second and Sad the third (4.0%) most popular Reactions, respectively (Table 5). For
both groups of archaeological organisations to receive an almost negligible percentage of
negative PDAs is surprising, consider how prevalent these are across the platform. Indeed,
this cannot be attributed to shrewd moderation as Facebook prevents Page owners from
removing unfavourable Reactions on their posts.

On the surface, this would indicate that the content produced and shared on Facebook by
CIfAROs and Non-ROs is being well-received by users with so few opting to leave negative
Reactions. However, the research conducted by Tian et al. (2017) examined general media
Pages across Facebook, whose content consisted of news, current affairs, and popular
interest posts. Subjects were diverse, covering news and entertainment topics that would
polarise user opinion, attract outrage and elicit emotional responses. Therefore, it is perhaps
understandable that across Facebook negative Reactions occur prominently. Audiences
express anger at reports of crimes, indignation at the behaviour of celebrities and fury at
political decisions and, while responses might be fuelled be the coverage of the story, the
underlying facts are likely to provoke the Reaction.

50



The limited quantities of negative Reactions in CIfA RO and Non-RO groups is likely a
combination of two primary factors. Firstly, that these archaeological posts are liable to be
seen by a self-selecting audience with a prior disciplinary interest, who either already follow
these organisational Pages or are members of related groups. Without access to each
organisations’ Reach metrics (that would provide insight into the total number of unique
users seeing content) it is difficult to say for certain, but the total Likes/Reactions (Table 5)
suggest that their content is not necessarily penetrating widely on Facebook. If most of the
people seeing, and interacting with, CIfA RO and Non-RO posts have a pre-existing interest
in archaeology and are seeing archaeological content, then it is reasonable to assume they
will be less likely to leave negative Reactions. However, further demographic research into
archaeological social media audiences would be essential to further explore the correlation
between user backgrounds and forms of interaction.

A second possibility for the small number of Angry and Sad Reactions is likely to stem from
the nature of the posted content itself. With CIfA ROs and Non-ROs using their Facebook
Pages to communicate with the public, it is unlikely they will create and share controversial
posts or content that is likely to go down poorly with their audiences. Given the wider cultural
awareness of negativity, trolling and harassment it is probable that companies, and the
staff behind updates, are acutely aware of the potential for negative backlashes to occur.
This culture is likely to encourage archaeological organisations to focus on the positives
and share success stories, exciting artefacts, and the content they know will resonate with
users. Indeed, this emphasis echoes the wider media tradition of archaeological coverage,
reinforcing the excavation, finds and knowledge tropes that underpin the public perception
of the discipline. Equally, companies are unlikely to risk reputational damage or jeopardise
client relationships over more negative content. Posting more “upbeat” content could help
transform a Page into a more positive echo chamber where negative feedback is limited,
and Angry and Sad PDAs are kept to a minimum. Ascertaining the positivity and subjects of
development-led archaeological Pages is explored further in the next chapter.

4.5.2 CIfA RO and Non-RO Likes and Reactions: Organisational Analysis

The overall ratios of specific Likes and Reactions (Table 5) provide an important insight

into wider CIfA RO and Non-RO audience responses, but it is also essential to examine

the differences between individual organisations. While there was considerable variation

in the numbers and frequency of posts across CIfA ROs and Non-ROs (see 4.0 above),

the discrepancies in PDAs are even more pronounced. There was a prominent gulf in the
volume of Likes and Reactions across CIfA ROs. Just two of these companies (02 and 05)
provided more than half (562.5%) of the total of all PDAs (Figure 8). The dominance of these
two organisations shows a clear and conscious investment from them in Facebook updates.
CIfA RO Company 05 posted 117 times within the research timeframe and attracted a
staggering 30,832 Likes and Reactions (Figure 8), averaging 263.5 PDAs per post (Figure
9). Similarly, CIfA RO Company 2 posted 151 pieces of content, receiving 14,655 PDAs
(Figure 8) for an average of 97.1 per post (Figure 9).

Not only were these two companies posting regularly, but this content was clearly resonating
with users, enough for them to respond with Likes and Reactions. These two companies
dominate the dataset (Figure 8), with no other companies coming close to matching the
volume of received PDAs. Indeed, of the 33 CIfA ROs studied only 14, fewer than half,
managed to attract more than 1,000 Likes and Reactions over the six-months analysed. Of
the 19 companies that received less than 1,000 PDAs, 12 had fewer than 500 Likes and
Reactions. The discrepancies between organisations are often startling. Company 31 posted
15 times during the study period and attracted just four Likes and Reactions (Figure 8), an
average of 0.27 per post (Figure 9). It is hard to imagine a starker contrast between the
upper and lower limits and demonstrates the unevenness, not only in terms of company use,
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Cifa ROs Total Likes/Reactions Total Likes/Reactions

Company 1 [ 7346 Company 1
Company 2 [N 4655 Company 2
Company 3 [ 5020 Company 3
Company 4 | 388 Company 4
Company 5  [IINNINEGEGEE 30832 Company 5
Company 6 [ 2958 Company 6
Company 7 [ 1389 Company 7
Company 8 I 4628 Company 8
Company9 W 877 Company 9
Company 10 W 1172 Company 10
Company 11l 1220 Company 11

Company 12 B 1170
Company 13 Il 2403
Company 14 B 9%
Company 15 Il 1449
Company 16 W 953
Company 17 [ 514
Company 18 | 414
Company 19 | 363
Company 20 [l 2227
Company 21 | 447
Company 22 W 1262
Company 23 | 416
Company 24 B oos
Company 25 0712
Company 26 1 703
Company 27 | 427
Company 28 | 330
Company 29 | 146
Company 30 | 50
Company 31 | 4
Company 32 | 152 Figure 8: The total Likes/Reactions (PDAs) received by CIfA
Company 33 | 162 ROs and Non-ROs (01/06/2019 to 30/11/2019)

but also audience reception in Facebook use.

With such prominent differences, it is tempting to assume a correlation between the
frequency of posts and the quantity of user PDAs a Page receives. Indeed, it is reasonable
to assume that the more often an organisation posts, the more content is available to users
and the greater the chance of it receiving Likes and Reactions. However, this does not
appear to be the case.

As Table 6 shows, a Page that posts more is not guaranteed a larger number of Likes and
Reactions. Company 04, which posted 119 times, only managed to attract 388 PDAs (Table
6), an average of 3.3 per post (Figure 9). Similarly, Company 01, posted more than any
other CIfA RO in the study (Table 6) but attracted just 7,346 Likes and Reactions, half of
the next most prolific organisation, Company 02. Despite being the fifth most active CIfA
RO, Company 05 still attracted huge quantities of PDAs (Table 6). Indeed, so many that this
organisation’s Likes and Reactions accounted for more than one third of all the recorded
PDAs. Clearly, simply posting content regularly is not enough to resonate with audiences
and generate these user interactions.

Total Likes and Reactions provide an overview of the general volume of user interactions a
company'’s content can generate but examining a typical post’'s performance gives a better
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CIfA ROs Average Likes/Reactions Per Post Average Likes/Reactions Per Post

Company 1 I 471 Company 1
Company 2 [N o7 .1 Company 2
Company 3 [ 37.1 Company 3
Company 4 | 33 Company 4
Company 5 I 635 Company 5
Company 6 [ 27.1 Company 6
Company 7 M 134 Company 7
Company 8 [N 47 2 Company 8
Company9 W 99 Company 9
Company 10 [l 14.3 Company 10
Company 11 [l 17.4 Company 11

Company 12 [l 17.5
Company 13 M 359
Company 14 [l 19.2
Company 15 [l 32.9
Company 16 Il 217
Company 17 Wl 122
Company 18 W 104
Company 19 B 96
Company 20 I 617
Company 21 W 128
Company 22 I 36.1
Company 23 [l 143
Company 24 Il 336
Company 25 [l 274
Company 26 [l 32.0
Company 27 Il 214
Company 28 M 165
Company 29 N 86
Company 30 | 3.3
Company 31 | 0.27
Company 32 Wl 127 Figure 9: The average Likes and Reactions (PDAs) received per
Company 33 Ml 16.2 post between CIfA ROs and Non-RQOs (01/06/2019 to 30/11/2019)

CIfA RO Company Number  Number of Posts ~ Number of Likes and Reactions

Company 01 156 7346
Company 02 151 14655
Company 03 135 5020
Company 04 119 388
Company 05 117 30832
Company 06 109 2958
Company 07 104 1389

Table 6: Comparison of the seven CIfA ROs that posted more than 100 times and the number of
Likes and Reactions (PDAs) that they received (01/06/2019 to 30/11/2019)
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understanding of a Page’s day-to-day reception. Across all 33 organisations, on average

a CIfA RO post generates 31.3 Likes and Reactions (Figure 9). However, if the two upper
most outliers, with their 52.5% share of all PDAs, are removed this falls to an average post
receiving 21.7 Likes and Reactions.

Figure 9 shows how over half of CIfA ROs (18 in all) fail to average 20 Likes and Reactions
per post and six of these did not reach 10 PDAs per post. Not only does this highlight

the unevenness of Facebook use by these organisations, but it demonstrates that most
companies are failing to generate notable numbers of even the most basic, lightweight form
of user interaction. As Wakefield (2020) has noted when discussing archaeological content,
some posts will be highly “statistically successful” and using the averages of user PDAs
effectively nullifies when an individual post performs very well. However, while these posts
can generate a one-off burst of Likes and Reactions, it is important that Pages capitalise
on this success and focus on producing content that leads to a longer-term enhancement
of audience engagement. Therefore, exploring per post averages is a useful means of
assessing wider Page performance.

A further valuable measure is to consider what percentage of a Page’s post attract at least
one of certain key Facebook metrics. Figure 10 shows the percentage of posts on CIfA RO
Pages that received at least one Like or Reaction. These organisations had, on average,
96.4% of posts with one or more PDA (Figure 10). Indeed, just three companies had a

ratio of less than 95%, though one of these, Company 31, received one or more Likes and
Reactions on just 20% of posts (Figure 10). This demonstrates that most CIfA RO content
attracts at least some user PDAs and few posts go entirely unacknowledged by Facebook
audiences. However, as the average number of Likes and Reactions show, over half of these
organisations struggle to generate a consistent, robust level of the simplest interactions.
Despite this, a small proportion of CIfA ROs are clearly attracting sizable audiences using a
successful strategy of regular posts to maintain momentum and content that resonates with
users.

The picture of user interactions among Non-ROs is very different where, again, these
companies struggle to match their CIfA counterparts. Figure 8 illustrates the disconnect
between the two types of development-led organisations, where Non-RO posts generate
small totals of Likes and Reactions. Of the 11 Non-ROs with active Facebook accounts,
just one (Company 01) received a significant quantity of PDAs, 2,245 (Figure 8). Non-RO
Company 01 would place ninth when directly compared with CIfA RO Likes and Reactions.
Nine of the remaining 10 Non-ROs managed to reach 500 PDAs, with five failing to attract
200 user Reactions of any kind. Unsurprisingly, these small totals of Likes and Reactions
across Non-ROs result in lower averages within these companies (Figure 9). The average
amount of PDAs across the 11 Non-ROs is 12.6 Likes and Reactions per post. This is 9.1
fewer than the CIfA RO average which excludes the two outlier companies. The content and
frequency of Non-RO-produced posts is less well received than accredited organisations,
resulting in almost half as many Likes and Reactions.

Comparing the percentage of posts that received one or more PDAs between CIfA ROs and
Non-ROs again shows a disparity, albeit a less pronounced one, between the archaeological
organisations (Figure 10). Across Non-ROs the average percentage of posts with at least
one Like or Reaction is 95.1%, which appears to compare favourably to the CIfA RO figure
of 96.4%. However, the CIfA RO average percentage is impacted by one organisation’s

very low proportion of user interactions (CIfA Company 31). Removing this outlier changes
the average CIfA RO rate to 98.8%, demonstrating that it is common for most accredited
companies to have achieved at least one PDA on every post. Indeed, 25 CIfA ROs, or
75.8%, received one or more Likes and Reactions on every post they created or shared
during this studies timeframe. That compares to seven Non-ROs, or 63.6%, achieving the
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CIfA ROs Percentage of Posts with Percentage of Posts with
Likes/Reactions Likes/Reactions

Company 1 Company 1
Company 2 Company 2
Company 3 Company 3
Company 4 Company 4
Company 5 Company 5
Company 6 Company 6
Company 7 Company 7
Company 8 Company 8
Company 9 Company 9
Company 10 Company 10
Company 11 Company 11
Company 12
Company 13
Company 14
Company 15
Company 16
Company 17
Company 18
Company 19
Company 20
Company 21
Company 22
Company 23
Company 24
Company 25
Company 26
Company 27
Company 28
Company 29
Company 30
Figure 10: The percentage of CIfA RO and
Non-RO posts that received at least one Like

or Reaction (01/06/2019 to 30/11/2019)
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same degree of PDA reactions. While no Non-RO had such a low rate as CIfA Company
31 (Figure 10), and its 20% rate, it does seem that more non-accredited development-
led archaeological Facebook Pages found it harder to encourage audiences to leave the
simplest interactions.

4.6 Facebook Shares

Sharing is another user feature that is widely present on SNS and is a key form of Facebook
interactions, both on a user-user and user-Page basis. Shares occur when a user chooses
to repost content, either from a Page, Group, or fellow user, by using the Share button. The
Shared content can then be redistributed in several different ways, depending on the options
selected by a user after the Share option is selected. By default, Shares are reposted to

a user’s Friends’ News Feeds. However, it is also possible for users to choose to Share
them to a specific friend, or friends, a Group in which they are a member, to a Page they
own or one that allows visitor posts. Users can also Share posts to their Facebook Stories,
an alternate, highly visual News Feed where posts disappear after 24 hours that is closely
modelled on Instagram’s Stories.
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Users may also add their own text, emojis and feelings/activities alongside tagging friends
or locations in the Shared post. This functionality enables users to contextualise a Share

by adding their own commentary and opinions to it, potentially affording others a greater
degree of insight into the nature of their interaction and the degree of engagement behind it.
However, as Wakefield (2020) highlighted, user privacy settings often prevent many Shares
from being visible to wider Facebook users which significantly limits the potential qualitative
explorations of these interactions.

As Sumner et al. (2020) noted, while Likes were a true “one-click” interaction, Reactions
required a user to “hover and select’, an action that arguably required a greater degree

of cognition. Default Shares, which post to a user’'s News Feed, only require a minimum

of two clicks. At this, a Share’s most basic level, they could still be interpreted as the
Paralinguistic Digital Affordances (PDAs) discussed by Hayes et al. (2016) and Sumner et
al. (2020). These default, “blank” Shares that do not contain any text require a relatively
minimal degree of user input and are “ambiguous and ambivalent in nature” (Sumner et

al. 2020). Wakefield (2020) acknowledged the difficulty of deciphering these blank Shares
while recording that the majority of received user Shares fell into this category. Therefore,
unlike Likes and Reactions, it is still difficult to know how to interpret default Shares. Are they
positive endorsements from a user that reflect a level of engagement? If so, where do these
interactions and engagements sit within their wider respective hierarchies?

Similarly, it is important to consider the wider suite of Share options available to users which
are often more complex. These typically require a user to make three or four decisions
including the location of a Share (News Feed, Stories, Page, Group), whether to tag
Friends or Locations and whether to add text. Adding text further complicates the process,
transitioning from the realm of PDAs into more qualitative interactions that are more
comparable with Comments and Posts. Shares are surprisingly complex user responses
but form an essential component of a Facebook triumvirate of core interactions, alongside
Likes/Reaction and Comments. The following section examines the prominence of Shares
among development-led organisations while exploring how audience engagement may be
understood from these interactions.

4.6.1 CIfA RO and Non-RO On-Content Shares

As is the case with Likes and Reactions, Shares are clearly recorded and displayed below
Facebook posts, making them an easily accessible source of data. Across all CIfA ROs
their posts were shared a total of 11,525 times. Once again CIfA RO Companies 02 and 05
accounted for a sizable proportion of the interactions (Figure 11). However, unlike Likes and
Reactions, where the two ROs accounted for 52.5% of the total, here they were responsible
for 40.1% of Shares. This is interesting, as despite still dominating the dataset, the two
Pages attracted a lower proportion of Shares than Likes and Reactions. Does this suggest
that users felt the content that CIfA RO Companies 02 and 05 were producing was less
“Share-worthy” or more lightweight? Alternatively, are audiences using Shares differently?

Unsurprisingly, given the Likes and Reactions data, Shares were equally, if not more,
uneven across accredited companies (Figure 11). Three CIfA ROs generated more than
1,000 Shares over the six-month research period. Most, 23 in all, had Share totals that
did not exceed 250 and eight of these ROs failed to reach 50 Shares (Figure 11). Echoing
the dearth of interactions seen earlier on some CIfA RO Facebook Pages, two companies
attracted very few Shares. CIfA RO Company 31 attracted just one Share in six-months
while Company 30 generated eight within the same timeframe. Examining the average
Shares per post for accredited organisations highlights the marked difference in the
quantities of user interactions when compared to Likes and Reactions. Across the 33 CIfA
ROs, an average post would typically receive 4.7 Shares (Figure 12). If the outliers are
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CIfA ROs Total Shares Total Shares

Company 1 [N 1022 Company 1
Company 2 [N 534 Company 2
Company 3 NN 352 Company 3
Company 4 | 33 Company 4
Company 5 [ IININEGEGEEE 3084 Company 5
Company 6 W 109 Company 6
Company 7 [ 352 Company 7
Company 8 [N o0 Company 8
Company9 M 126 Company 9
Company 10 I 465 Company 10
Company 11 I 375 Company 11

Company 12 W 112
Company 13 [l 315
Company 14 [l 195
Company 15 W 134
Company 16 [l 234
Company 17 W 112
Company 18 M 185
Company 19 B 92
Company 20 I 372
Company 21 075
Company 22 Il 236
Company 23 | 35
Company 24 B4
Company 25 W ss
Company 26 W 130
Company 27 | 45
Company 28 W 112
Company 29 | 19
Company 30 | 8

Company 31 1
Company 32 | 38 Figure 11: The Total On-Content Shares received by
Company 33 | 10 CIfA ROs and Non-ROs (01/06/2019 to 30/11/2019)

removed (CIfA ROs 02, 05, 30 and 31), this falls to 4.1 Shares per post. On this basis, an
average post on a CIfA RO Facebook Page would receive one fifth the number of Likes and
Reactions as Shares, a significant drop-off.

Mirroring the findings of the total Likes and Reactions, frequent posting does not
automatically generate Shares on Page content. While several of the most active companies
attracted notable quantities of Shares (Figure 11), many found it difficult to translate Page
activity into user interactions. CIfA RO Company 04, which posted 119 times, attracted a
total of 33 Shares, averaging just 0.3 per post. Interestingly, three accredited organisations
averaged 1 Share per post. While Companies 33 and 29 did this from 10 and 17 posts,
respectively, Company 06 achieved its ratio of 1:1 from 109 posts. This neatly demonstrates
that quantity does not guarantee user interactions. Clearly, other factors are at work when it
comes to attracting user interactions than simply maintaining momentum.

Likes and Reactions were found on a very high proportion of CIfA RO content (96.4%), but
one or more Shares occurred on only 66% of Page posts. This is a notable difference and
across the ROs there is far more variation with Shares (Figure 13). Several companies
with some of the highest percentages of posts with Shares were unremarkable in terms of
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CIfA ROs Average Shares Per Post Average Shares Per Post

Company 1 [N 6. Company 1
Company 2 [N 102 Company 2
Company 3 NN © 5 Company 3
Company 4 | 03 Company 4
Company 5 [IINININEGEGEEE 06 .4 Company 5
Company6 W 10 Company 6
Company 7 M 34 Company 7
Company 8 [HIININEGGN > Company 8
Company9 [ 14 Company 9
Company 10 [N 5 7 Company 10
Company 11 NN 5 4 Company 11

Company 12 Il 1.7
Company 13 I 4.7
Company 14 I 38
Company 15 I 3.0
Company 16 M 53
Company 17 I 27
Company 18 I 4.6
Company 19 Il 2.4
Company 20 [INNNEG 3
Company 21 Il 2.1
Company 22 NN ¢ 7
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the overall volume of Page content. Company 18 had the highest percentage of posts that
attracted one or more Shares, yet only posted on average 6.7 times per month, well below
the overall average for CIfA ROs of 9.8. Similarly, numerous other organisations (CIfA RO
Companies 22, 24 and 28) that had average, or below average, monthly totals of both the
number of posts and Likes/Reactions performed well in the percentage of posts with Shares.
The fact that numerous companies were consistently attracting Shares, irrespective of the
frequency and quantity of content, again suggests that the Pages need to do more than
simply post.

Non-RO Facebook Pages were, again, receiving fewer user interactions than CIfA ROs
(Figure 11). The 11 Non-ROs in the study attracted a total of 760 Shares on Page content,
however 72.8% of these came from three organisations, Non-RO Companies 01, 02 and

06 (Figure 8). Aside from these three Non-ROs, Shares were broadly consistent with six

of the companies generating fewer than 50 Shares over the study period. The emerging
theme present throughout the data, that the volume of content does not always result in user
interactions, is present here. Non-RO Company 04, which posted 22 times, attracted no
Shares while Company 11 generated 70 Shares from almost half the number of Posts.

When examining the average Shares per post, Non-ROs are falling some way behind CIfA
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ROs (Figure 12). Non-ROs, on average, attracted just 1.9 Shares on a Page post, less than
half the CIfA RO average. Five Non-ROs did not average one Share per post for the dates
studied, which is a particularly low level of this form of user interaction. Surprisingly, the
Non-RO which posted the least, Company 11, had the highest average of Shares per post,
5.8 (Figure 12). The unevenness of Non-RO user interactions continues with Shares, with
half (50.5%) of all Page posts receiving one or more Shares (Figure 13). Figure 13 shows
the variability across the organisations, ranging from 0% (Company 04) through to 83.3%
(Company 11). Compared to accredited organisations, Non-ROs are unquestionably seeing
a larger fall off in user interactions from Likes/Reactions to Shares.

4.7 Facebook Comments: Context and Visibility

Given digital public archaeology’s early enthusiasm for SNS’ abilities to facilitate dialogue,
Comments from users should be a keystone marker for assessing engagement. While the
qualitative content of Facebook Comments will be explored subsequently, gauging how
widespread user-Page communiques are is essential for evaluating the digital development-
led landscape.

Mirroring the visibility issues associated with Shares that contain additional text there are
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several factors that can prevent Facebook Comments from being observable, not only to
researchers but fellow users. Facebook often employs a form of filtering when displaying
Comments for users, selecting what the platform’s algorithms consider to be the “Most
Relevant”. While this study gathered data without this filtering in place, this did not manage
to collect every Comment, owing to several factors. Firstly, a Page’s moderator may have
opted to hide or remove certain user Comments. This step is most likely to have been
taken if a Comment was felt to have been broadly negative in nature. However, there

could be a myriad of reasons for this negativity to have led to moderation being employed.
The comment may have been offensive or breached the terms of use, it may have been
irrelevant or spam or, potentially, it could have been overly critical of the organisation, a
client, or the archaeological process. Similarly, the Comment may also have been hidden if
it has been flagged or reported by other Page users. Secondly, a Comment may be hidden
owing to the settings or status of an individual user’s Facebook account (for example if it has
been temporarily suspended or deactivated).

This “invisibility” of certain Comments is problematic, particularly those that relate to Page
moderation. The absence of Comments hidden by the Page or those that have been flagged
by fellow users, is likely to skew the results leading to a perception of a more positive

online environment. Hiding offensive and irrelevant content makes it challenging to assess
the extent these problematic interactions occur. Indeed, despite being negative forms of
engagement, they are engagement.

Equally, without being able to see these hidden Comments it is impossible to accurately
characterise them. While it is reasonable to assume many will contain legitimately
unreasonable content it is possible that other Comments could be negative but not offensive.
Users may be expressing opinions that are critical of archaeological organisations, clients
and developments. These are precisely the type of Comments the sector fear so deeply

and have acted as a major barrier to engagement (Everill 2009; Goskar 2012; Nixon 2018;
Orange & Perring 2017; Perring 2015a; Powers 2014; Southport Group 2011; Zorzin 2016).
However, seeing if these negative, critical opinions do exist within audiences and, crucially,
how widespread they are, is made problematic by the potential for them to vanish from
Pages and Posts.

It is also important to note that archaeological companies may be receiving a further
variant of “invisible” communications from users. Facebook, like many SNS, gives users
the opportunity to privately contact a Page using the platforms own closed Messenger
system. Messenger allows users to communicate with fellow users or groups in a space
only visible to participants. On Pages Messenger is typically used to receive and respond to
direct questions from followers. While Messenger interactions are unquestionably a form of
engagement, as they are only visible to Page owners and moderators they have not been
included in this research.

Quantitative Comment tallies were manually checked and filtered as Facebook does not
separate Page replies from totals. Any form of Page response was removed, to be discussed
separately, leaving only Comments from individual Facebook user accounts. However,

this method did not entirely remove responses from company employees. Creating and
moderating a Facebook Page requires a user to have a personal Facebook account. When
Commenting or replying, a Page owner must manually choose which source the Comment
or reply comes from: either the Page or their own personal account. During the data
collection there were numerous occasions when a Comment or reply came from a personal
account, rather than from the Page. Similarly, there were occasions when Comments

or replies came from the personal accounts of other company staff members. In these
instances, as the responses did not come from the official Page, and it was unclear whether
the use of personal accounts was intentional or accidental, they were classed as user
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Comments rather than Page Comments or Replies.

4.7.1 CIfA RO and Non-RO Comments

Comments are a highly variable form of user interaction and can include everything from
simple text and emoji-based responses to communiques featuring photos, GIFs and memes.
Comments are less common than Shares and Likes/Reactions, continuing the trend that the
more investment an interaction requires, the less prevalent it is.

CIfA ROs attracted a total of 3835 Comments during the six-month study period, averaging
116.2 per company (Figures 14 and 15). However, once again, there were substantial
variations across the different accredited organisations. Two CIfA ROs, 02 and 05, have
consistently dominated the dataset of user interactions, a trend that has continued with
Comments (Figure 14). CIfA RO Company 02 performed well above average, attracting
569 Comments (14.8% of the CIfA RO total). However, CIfA RO Company 05 attracted a
huge volume of Comments overshadowing all other organisations (Figure 14). This single
company generated 1,757 Comments, or 45.8% of the CIfA total. This is an impressive
feat for one organisation, showing that their content was producing a large volume of user
dialogue and discussion.

CIfA ROs Total Visible Comments Total Visible Comments
(excluding page replies) (excluding page replies)
Company 1 [ 193 Company 1

Company 2  [INNENEGEN 550 Company 2

Company 3 [ 160 Company 3

Company 4 1 28 Company 4

Company 5 [N 1757  Company 5

Company 6 [l 86 Company 6

Company 7 [ 92 Company 7

Company 8 [l 134 Company 8

Company9 M 79 Company 9

Company 10 H 58 Company 10

Company 11 [l 87 Company 11

Company 12 W46
Company 13 W 66
Company 14 0 35
Company 15 B 62
Company 16 1 31
Company 17 | 20
Company 18 W45
Company 19 | 20
Company 20 B 56
Company 21 | 23
Company 22 [ 30
Company 23 | 23
Company 24 | 8
Company 25 [ 30
Company 26 [ 24
Company 27 | 19
Company 28 | 21
Company 29 | 6

Company 30

Company 31 Figure 14: The total numbers of visible user Comments
Company 32 | 17 (not including Page Comments or Replies) received by
Company 33 | 10 CIfA ROs and Non-ROs (01/06/2019 to 30/11/2019)
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Reviewing the dataset without these two prominent companies highlighted the difficulties
other CIfA ROs had at attracting user Comments (Figure 14). The remaining 31 CIfA ROs
averaged 48.7 Comments each over six-months, demonstrating the relative paucity of
Comments when compared with other forms of Facebook user interaction. Looking across
the CIfA ROs reveals the pronounced gulf between accredited organisations (Figure 14),
with just five companies attracting over 100 Comments. Indeed, 20 CIfA ROs (60.6% of
companies) did not generate a minimum of 50 Comments and two did not attract a single
Comment. This unevenness is understandably reflected in the average number of visible
Comments per post (Figure 15), a valuable metric that highlights just how rare these forms
of interaction with development-led archaeological really are. Across all 33 CIfA ROs, each
post attracts an average of just 1.5 Comments. Excluding the two exceptional ROs (02 and
05), the average drops to 1.0 Comments per post.

CIfA RO Company 05’s staggering Comment total translates into a Comments-per-post
average of 15, demonstrating an undeniably active relationship with users. Yet only a handful
of accredited organisations attract regular Comments (Figure 15). With an average of one
Comment per post, the output of these development-led archaeological organisations is
hardly delivering upon the active, dialogue-driven discussions sought by public engagement

practitioners.
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With low numbers of Comments being received across virtually all CIfA ROs, it is important
to examine how many posts attracted one or more of these user interactions. Across all
accredited companies, at least one Comment was left on 37.2% of posts (Figure 16).
Echoing the other forms of Facebook interactions there was substantial variability across
the CIfA ROs with five companies performing notably above average and attracting one or
more Comments on over 50% of their posts (Figure 16). Once again, CIfA RO Companies
02 and 05 performed very well with 80.1% and 90.6% of their content attracting at least
one Comment, respectively (Figure 16). These are impressive metrics that, when viewed
with the total and average number of Comments, demonstrate that the output from these
organisations was not only generating remarks from audiences but doing so consistently.
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Interestingly, while two CIfA RO Companies (30 and 31) attracted no Comments, just one
other averaged less than 20% of posts receiving at least one Comment (Figure 16). With
most companies receiving one or more Comment on roughly two out of every five posts,
this suggests CIfA ROs are generating a degree of momentum. However, when Comments
are posted by users on accredited company Pages, they are mostly left in small quantities,
challenging the concept that Facebook is acting as an interactive engagement space for
dialogue, discussion and interpretation.
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Studying the Non-RO Comment dataset once more reveals considerable differences among
these non-accredited organisations when compared to CIfA ROs. The 11 Non-ROs in the
study generated 239 Comments over six-months, compared to the 3,835 from CIfA ROs
(Figure 14). Just one Non-RO (Company 01) attracted over 50 Comments while five (45.5%)
did not manage to reach ten. These are low numbers of overall Comments and the top-
ranking Non-RO would only place seventh when compared with accredited organisations
(Figure 14). These limited totals heavily impact the average number of Comments per

post received by Non-ROs (Figure 15). The average for non-accredited companies is 0.8
Comments per post, with just two organisations managing an average of 1 or more. Three
Non-ROs had averages of 0.1 or lower, demonstrating that Comments were a negligible
portion of wider user interactions, a disappointing figure for engagement.

Unusually, Non-RO Company 11, managed to attract a sizable number of Comments,
particularly in relation to its posting frequency. Despite only posting 12 times during the six-
month research period, Non-RO Company 11 content received 46 Comments averaging 3.8
per post (Figures 11 and 12). This is fascinating when compared with Non-RO Company
01, which received 88 Comments but posted over 12 times more often than Company 11.
Clearly, Non-RO Company 11’s content was resonating with users and prompting them to
comment, again demonstrating that quantity does not guarantee audience engagement.

Figure 16 shows the percentage of Non-RO posts that attracted at least one Comment. The
average across these organisations was 25.9% or one in every four posts receiving a user
Comment. This is a notable difference to CIfA ROs, where these companies’ average sits
12.4% higher. Indeed, without Non-RO Company 11’s monumental 91.7% of posts attracting
a Comment, a figure that surpasses even the best CIfA RO ratio, the Non-RO average would
fall to 19.3%.

Once again, a quantitative exploration of Facebook’s quantitative metrics suggests that
Non-ROs are investing less in the platform to communicate with their followers and wider
audiences. However, even among accredited companies Comments are rarely received.
Does this paucity of online conversation reflect endemic Facebook user practices or

are other factors at work? Could this lack of user Comments be down to archaeological
organisations continuing to reproduce traditional offline outreach “broadcasts”, rather than
proactively engaging users in dialogues? Exploring the presence and prominence of Page
responses is key to understanding if Pages are connecting with users.

4.8 Page Responsiveness: Creating Conversation

Multidirectional dialogues were identified as one of the most promising facets of SNS for
archaeological outreach. However, these forms of two-way interaction are thought to be
limited in disciplinary online spaces (Chapter Two).

Responding to user Comments on Facebook is straightforward for Pages, simply requiring

a Page owner or moderator to select the relevant Comment and “Reply”. From this point,
subsequent replies are arranged in a thread that is displayed beneath the original Comment
creating a living dialogue that other users can also participate in. Anyone leaving a reply can
then opt to automatically tag the user to which they are responding, making it simple to keep
track of conversations and enabling Pages to field multiple queries at once.

Wakefield (2020) argued for the importance of engagement practitioners to actively respond
to users, while acknowledging that not every Comment necessitated a reply. Detailing a
development-led project, Wakefield (2020) described how 24% of user Comments received
a response which he argued was essential for making contributors not only feel welcome,
but that their input was valued. Despite some analyses of archaeological SNS existing that
discuss Page-user responsiveness (see Kelpsiene 2019; Wakefield 2020), it is difficult to

64



determine what constitutes a good, or even acceptable, level of Comment interactivity.

4.8.1 Page Replies

Some Comments are naturally insular statements or explicitly tag non-company user
accounts, making it hard to argue that Page’s should seek to provide responses. It is
important to note there are other ways for Pages to acknowledge User Comments, such
as Liking or Reacting to them, a process some interviewed practitioners described using
(Appendix D: Victoria 629-630). Replying to users is an important way of personally
connecting to individuals and establishing a dialogue, something that Chloe (Appendix D:
Chloe 434-436) noted would make it more likely for them to engage again in the future.

Despite the importance of engaging with users and responding to their input, Page Replies
and Comments by CIfA ROs are generally limited (Figure 17). Once again, the output of
two companies overshadows the other 31 accredited organisations. CIfA RO Company 05
accounted for 61.4% (425 responses) of all Page Replies and Comments and Company 02
followed with 17.1% or 118 responses (Figure 17).

While these two CIfA ROs were making a notable impact at conversing with their audiences,
the remainder of the organisations were exceptionally limited at responding to users.
These 31 companies averaged just 4.8 Page Replies or Comments over six-months. A
staggering 24 CIfA ROs, 72.7% of all organisations, did not even reach double figures of
responses. Indeed, 24.2% never left a Page Reply or Comment across all their posts. Most
CIfA ROs, 93.9%, were barely engaging with users and were certainly not participating in
multidirectional dialogues or facilitating participative audience engagements (Figure 17).
Even the two most prominent companies, with their large total number of Page Replies and
Comments, were only responding to a limited selection of users. As these organisations
received a far greater volume of Comments, generating a positive ratio of replies to users
requires larger numbers of responses.

Figure 18 shows the percentage of a Pages’ user Comments that received a response.
Across all the CIfA ROs the average was 10.5%, or roughly one in every ten Comments
getting a Reply or Comment from the Page. A small number of companies managed

to maintain relatively high percentages with two CIfA ROs (04 and 14) responding to
approximately a third of Comments and four (05, 09, 28 and 32) replying to a quarter (Figure
18). However, aside from CIfA RO Company 05, all these organisations had low overall
numbers of Comments, meaning that ultimately only a handful of Replies were left by Pages.

Non-ROs rarely replied to Comments. Only three of these non-accredited organisations

left a Reply (Figure 19), with the remaining 8 (72.7%) never interacting with users. Of the
three companies which did respond, only one did so consistently with Non-RO Company 01
leaving 14 Replies (Figure 19). Examining the percentages of Comments which received

a Reply (Figure 18) highlights that just one Non-RO (Company 07) actively engaged with
this form of user interaction. Non-RO Company 07 responded to 55.6% of Comments, the
most of any development-led organisation in the study though on closer inspection this
responsiveness was leaving five Replies to a total of nine user Comments.

Across both types of archaeological organisation there is a widespread lack of interaction
with users, with few companies routinely responding. There may be many underlying factors
behind this including time poverty, questions requiring specialist knowledge that is not
immediately available to the responder or a lack of motivation or confidence to engage with
audiences. Chapter Seven further explores this absence of interaction from institutional and
practitioner perspectives. Far from fulfilling the potential for interactive debate, discussion
and dissemination it seems that development-led Facebook Pages are sending information
out but opting not to connect and correspond with the users that are opting to respond.
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Figure 17: The total number of Page Comments and Replies left by CIfA ROs, displayed alongside
the total number of User Comments (01/06/2019 to 30/11/2019). The second graph removes CIfA RO
Companies 02 and 05 to make it easier to examine

66



CIfA ROs Percentage of User Comments with
Page Replies/Comments

Company 1

Company 2

Company 3

Company 4

Company 5

Company 6

Company 7

Company 8

Company 9

Company 10
Company 11
Company 12
Company 13
Company 14
Company 15
Company 16
Company 17
Company 18
Company 19
Company 20
Company 21
Company 22
Company 23
Company 24
Company 25
Company 26
Company 27
Company 28
Company 29
Company 30
Company 31
Company 32
Company 33

| ¥
I 20.7
s
I 5.7
I 0 2
I 51

s

022
I 07 8
W35

I 23

| K
KK
I 6.1

| [

| B

|

I 0

W44

I 0

W2

53
I 0 5

I 2 5
I 0

Total Visible User Comments

and Page Replies/Comments

Company 1
Company 2
Company 3
Company 4
Company 5
Company 6
Company 7
Company 8
Company 9
Company 10

Company 11

L[]

|_E]

Percentage of User Comments with
Page Replies/Comments

Company 1
Company 2
Company 3
Company 4
Company 5
Company 6
Company 7
Company 8
Company 9
Company 10
Company 11

Figure 18: The percentage of user Comments
that received a response (either a Comment
or a Reply) from CIfA ROs and Non-ROs
(01/06/2019 to 30/11/2019)

Figure 19: The total number of Page
Comments and Replies left by Non-ROs,
displayed alongside the total number of
User Comments (01/06/2019 to 30/11/2019).
The scale has been adjusted to allow for
comparison with CIfA RO Comments from
Figure 17
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4.9 Discussion

One of the most striking elements to emerge from the analysis of the quantitative data is
how uneven Facebook use was across development-led organisations. The overall numbers
of posts, user interactions and Page responses were all highly variable for CIfA ROs and
Non-ROs. Only a small proportion of companies were investing in routinely creating and
sharing content, with fewer still producing Posts that were reliably generating interactions.

A similarly small core of organisations, predominantly Non-ROs, were doing the absolute
minimum to maintain activity on their Pages. These companies rarely posted and, when they
did, attracted marginal quantities of interactions from users. Indeed, it is unclear why they
continue to invest in retaining a Facebook presence when there seems to be little inclination
or reward for doing so. These exceptions aside, the remainder of the CIfA ROs and Non-
ROs fitted into a broader category of moderate-low Facebook use. These organisations
usually posted two or three times during the week and, on average, received a rather muted
response from their audiences (Table 7).

CIfAROs = Non-ROs

Average Posts per Month 9.8 6.1
Average Likes & Reactions Per Post 31.3 12.6
Average Shares Per Post 4.7 1.9
Average Visible User Comments Per Post 1.5 0.8
Average Percentage of Posts that attracted at least one Like/Reaction 96.4% 95%
Average Percentage of Posts that attracted at least one Share 66% 50.5%
Average Percentage of Posts that attracted at least one Visible User Comment 37.2% 25.9%

Table 7: Summary of the average forms of Page-User interaction of both types of
development-led organisations (01/06/2019 to 30/11/2019)

The quantitative data from development-led Facebook Pages suggests a landscape where
most organisations were using SNS half-heartedly. The comparatively low volume of posts
created partially active Pages, with many lacking fresh content for days and sometimes
weeks. The absence of consistency prevents momentum from building and undoubtedly

is a factor in audience numbers. However, critically, cross-referencing post frequency with
user interactions shows that simply posting often is not enough to produce engagement
alone. Clearly the qualitative content of organisational posts is a crucial factor in generating
engagement with audiences.

There was also a clear divide between CIfA ROs and Non-ROs visible in both post
frequencies and user interactions (Table 7). Despite the Non-RO’s smaller sample size,
caused by a lack of active Facebook accounts from these companies, the averages showed
far less investment in content than their accredited counterparts (Table 7). Could this be a
direct consequence of Non-ROs not being obligated or encouraged to carry out engagement
work, digital or otherwise unlike accredited companies? Or is it that Non-ROs feel there are
no financial benefits associated with being active on SNS? The lack of Non-RO content also
impacts the volume of user interactions, with fewer posts reducing the opportunity for users
to engage with companies.

User interactions among development-led archaeological Facebook Pages were clearly
stratified (Table 7), with each category attracting very different numbers. This quantitative
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analysis creates a hierarchy of interactions in terms of their volumes. A similar stratification of
Likes/Reactions — Shares — Comments has been detailed among archaeological audiences
(Wakefield 2020) and elsewhere including followers of CERN’s particle physics updates
(Kahle et al. 2016) and the output of an American mosquito control campaign (McLeod-Morin
et al. 2020). However, the nature of content clearly impacts the order of interactions, with
New South Wales Police’s meme-centred social media campaign attracting more Shares
than Comments (Wood 2020). This is perhaps unsurprising given the inherently sharable
nature of memes. Does this suggest that archaeological Page content is more “substantive”
and, potentially, more serious?

LT

While archaeology Pages’ “hierarchy of interactions” is clear, it is critical to stress that this
does not neatly equal a “hierarchy of engagement”. When examining the nature of each
interaction it is tempting to view the descent from lightweight Likes and Reactions (PDAs) to
Shares to Comments as one of diminishing levels of user engagement. Yet, as highlighted
earlier, while PDAs may appear simplistic and reflect the most rudimentary level of user
engagement this may well not be the case. Ultimately it is impossible to accurately interpret
overall audience engagement from Facebook interactions, as extrapolating intent, sentiment,
connectedness, or any other element from interactions is deeply problematic. Equally,
individual user behaviours are highly variable, and interactions fail to include the role of
lurkers who statistically are likely to account for most of a Page’s audience.

Even though interactions do not easily translate into a straightforward engagement
hierarchy, the falloff in users taking advantage of more involved and participative Facebook
interactions highlights the limitations in how CIfA ROs and Non-ROs are using the platform.
What is abundantly clear from the data is that these archaeological Pages were far from

the dialogue-laden, interactive spaces that they could be. Indeed, across both groups of
development-led organisations user interactions of any type were disappointingly low (Table
7). Given the potential for Facebook to transcend geographical boundaries and reach large
audiences, the average number of user interactions per-post equated to a small “offline”
engagement event.

Facebook’s different interactions can be correlated relatively well to elements present in
physical outreach activities. If Likes and Reactions broadly parallel attendance at a talk to

a local society or a site tour, then would these numbers be considered good? With a 31.3
average for CIfA ROs and 12.6 for Non-ROs (Table 7) these would, at best, reflect the
turnout at a small event. Similarly, Comments could be seen to mirror attendee questions. If
an archaeologist were to give a talk and receive just one or two questions or comments from
an audience (see Table 7 for CIfA RO and Non-RO Comment averages), then they would
most likely be disappointed.

A further issue with these limited numbers of interactions is that they may not derive from
general Facebook users, whether they have a pre-existing interest in archaeology or
otherwise. Both CIfA ROs and Non-ROs are likely to be attracting Likes, Reactions, Shares
and Comments from their own staff, friends and families further distorting the dataset. During
the data collection phase, the author became aware that interactions of all types were being
left on Page content by archaeologists that he knew worked for, or had recently worked for,
the studied companies. This practice, which appeared more common in larger organisations
with multiple offices, suggests that some user interactions were not coming from general
audiences and were being left by members of staff, past or present.

Staff interactions, particularly the lighter-touch PDAs and Shares may well be left out of

a sense of obligation and as a form of social grooming, rather than as appreciation or
enjoyment of the Posts. As Haynes et al. (2016) and Sumner et al. (2018) have shown,
Likes and Reactions are often left to facilitate relationships with friends, family members
and colleagues resulting from a desire to cultivate or maintain a relationship with them. This
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practice has undoubtedly impacted the data. Colleagues, friends and families of either the
staff responsible for Facebook updates or those with a relationship to the company itself
have contributed interactions that are likely to contain a performative element for social
maintenance. However, ascertaining the extent of this phenomenon is problematic as it
would require targeted qualitative research and examining current and former employee staff
lists and investigating personal Facebook accounts.

Similarly, occasionally interactions were being made by Pages themselves. A Page Liking or
Reacting to its own posts, despite being advocated for by some digital marketing companies,
is largely seen as a SNS faux pas. These self-Likes may derive from a Page having multiple
moderators where one staff member may have forgotten to select their personal account
from which to leave their response and several of these instances were noted during the
research. While it is hard to precisely measure these more problematic interactions, their
presence indicates that the totals and averages for general Facebook users across both
CIfAROs and Non-ROs are likely to be lower still. Despite the myriad of opportunities

that Facebook provides for interaction, most companies are only generating low levels of
engagement. These low rates of audience interactions for development-led Pages may be a
significant factor in their limited outputs.

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) are measurements used by businesses to assess the
performance of aspects of their organisations. The readily accessible surfeit of quantitative
data provided by SNS has made them a natural fit for KPIs and marketing companies
advocate for routine monitoring to gauge success. Increasingly for businesses metrics

such as the Reach of their Facebook Page and the number of monthly Likes they receive
dictate whether they perceive their social media presence as effective or not. Therefore, if
an archaeological organisation’s Facebook Page is not generating a healthy volume of user
interactions and meeting the set KPIs, the online output will be more likely to be viewed as
unsuccessful and, crucially, an unproductive use of staff time. KPIs are typically used in
larger organisations where there are conscious marketing objectives and a longer-term focus
on targets, a scenario that does not necessarily apply to many CIfA ROs and Non-ROs.

While there is little current evidence on how widespread SNS KPlIs are within development-
led archaeology, research has shown that users of Facebook view the number of interactions
as measures of success (Carr et al. 2018; Zell & Moeller 2018). The impacts of this can be
powerful as the better their content performs, “the greater happiness and self-esteem they
subsequently reported” (Zell & Moeller 2018, 31). Carr et al. (2018) found that, on average,

a post was only deemed to have been successful if it had received at least 37.91 Likes

or Reactions. With the low averages of all forms of Facebook interaction present across
development-led organisations (Table 7), could most companies be meeting their targets,
either via formal KPlIs or on the individual psychological threshold suggested by Carr et al.
(2018) and Zell and Moeller (2018)?

The quantitative data from both CIfA ROs and Non-ROs suggests a Facebook landscape
resulting from a self-fulfilling prophecy. The small number of posts per month, shared on
an irregular schedule, for most companies has led to restricted Page audiences. This
limited body of content generates few audience interactions, suggesting through KPIs and
self-assessment by companies, that their Facebook presences are proving unsuccessful.
An active, interaction-heavy Facebook Page requires substantial investment of time and
resources to create momentum from regular updates, frequent interaction, and a creative
approach to content. However, how can practitioners successfully lobby for more support
when the limited time they have is not producing results?

Quantitative metrics showed that most development-led archaeological Facebook Pages
in 2019 were finding it challenging to attract interactions. Without any other supporting
evidence to demonstrate the value of digital outputs, it is hard to see companies investing
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further resources on improving SNS content that seemingly yields few rewards. Sadly,
greater investment is precisely what is needed to attract users and encourage them to
interact and, critically, engage with a Page’s content.

For social media, once touted among archaeologists as the new digital tool that would
enable greater engagement, to be mostly producing limited levels of user-Page interaction
is troubling. Indeed, given the length of time development-led organisations have had to
familiarise themselves with SNS, the almost universally low averages across CIfA ROs and
Non-ROs demonstrates a clear reluctance to seriously adopt these platforms. A handful

of organisations, largely accredited companies, are approaching Facebook in a more
dedicated manner and are clearly gathering larger audiences and a far greater degree of
user interaction. However, without an understanding of these companies’ content and how
users are responding, it is difficult to ascertain what levels of engagement are taking place.
To investigate this qualitative content analysis was undertaken of both Page posts and user
Comments.
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Chapter 5 Qualitative Content Analysis

This chapter discusses the content that development-led companies create and share on
their Facebook Pages.

As qualitative examinations of social media outputs have traditionally been limited within
archaeology (Chapter Two), conducting a content analysis of both SNS content and

user responses was considered an essential component of this research. Categorising
archaeological organisations’ Facebook outputs would provide insight into the areas of
work presented in their content and how audiences reacted to these Posts. Of particular
interest was exploring how Facebook content presented archaeology to online audiences.
Were these company channels aimed at attracting clients and presenting organisations
as professional businesses touting their services? Or were companies using their digital
presences to conduct public engagement by sharing their work?

5.1 Qualitative Content Analysis: Facebook Page Content

To aid with comparative analysis, the same sixth-month period used in the quantitative
analysis of development-led archaeological companies was employed for qualitative content
coding. This yielded a total of 2,344 Posts, 1,943 from CIfA ROs and 401 from Non-ROs, all
of which were coded (Table 8). Analysis initially discusses the combined CIfA and Non-RO
dataset before examining the separate organisation types.

Primary Category Number of Posts  Percentage of Posts
Event Promotion 737 31.4
Company Promotion 335 14.3
Excavation/On-Site Update 298 12.7
Blog Promotion 272 11.6
Finds/Artefacts 256 10.9
Media Coverage 171 7.3
Specialist/Post-Ex 81 3.5
Publications 76 3.2
Other 50 21
Humour 35 1.5
Non-Archaeology 33 1.4

Table 8: Content coding results for Posts found on both CIfA RO and Non-RO Facebook Pages,
combined

5.1.1 Event Promotion

What is immediately clear from the collated dataset is the dominance of the Event Promotion
Category, which accounts for almost a third of all Posts on development-led Facebook
Pages (Table 8). This primary coding group covers events companies are involved with such
as talks and lectures, site tours, courses, community excavations and projects and attending
events and/or running activities (see Appendix A).
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As the 2019 data is pre-pandemic, it is unsurprising that only eleven of the 737 events in
this category were online only (two livestreams and nine online lectures) with the remainder
in-person, “offline” events. The prominence placed on promoting physical events is clear,
with this Primary Category having more than twice the number of the next largest coding
group (see Figure 20). This prevalence for using Facebook to promote physical engagement
events and activities suggests most planned outreach follows well-established modes for
dissemination rather than comprising crafted digital content. While the Event Promotion
category does include photos of recent events and descriptions of activities, the category is
dominated by their advance promotion.

Primary Category Percentage of Posts

Event Promotion
Company Promotion
Excavation/On-Site Update
Blog Promotion
Finds/Artefacts
Media Coverage
Specialist/Post-Ex
Publications
Humour
Non-Archaeology
Other

Figure 20: The percentages of Facebook Posts for each Primary Category for the combined
CIfA RO and Non-RO data

Within this category it is common to encounter duplicate Posts, featuring the same text and
images, advertising the event to be shared multiple times prior to them taking place. The
frequency and lack of variety of these Event Promotion Posts appears to inhibit the levels of
engagement this content generated among audiences. With the generally low frequency of
posting across both CIfA ROs and Non-ROs (Chapter Four), this can lead to very repetitive
content that receives little interaction from users. CIfA RO Company 10 shared a duplicate
Post for one event 11 times. The same organisation had Event Promotion content account
for almost 75% of their output during the six-month study period. This tendency to rely

on posting similar, if not identical, Event Promotion Posts may be a result of time poverty
that prevents staff from varying Posts. Indeed, time poverty was an issue for numerous
practitioners (Chapter Seven) so a reliance on repetition may be a necessity to populate
Pages with content.

The high frequency of repeatedly shared Event Promotion Posts may also be an attempt

by practitioners to ensure content is more likely to be seen by users. While posting content
multiple times will theoretically deliver posts into more Newsfeeds, as Cooper (2021) notes,
posting is not a guarantee for content to reach users. Instead, what is more important is
creating and sharing content that people engage with (Cooper 2021). Facebook’s algorithm
uses a complex system of markers, including the format of the content, the popularity of the
Post, how recently it was posted and then assesses it using machine learning to determine
where or when to place it in a user feed. Therefore, the repetitive posting of identical content
is unlikely to be helping organisations, as these duplicate postings are unlikely to generate
the volume of engagements (notably Loves and Comments) that would prioritise them for
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user feeds within Facebook’s algorithm.

What is clear from the prevalence of Event Promotion content is that almost all development-
led organisations are investing in producing physical events. The dominance of real-world
activities, talks and tours shows the importance to the discipline of providing people with

the opportunity to get “up close and personal” with archaeology, artefacts or, in the case

of lectures, the archaeologists themselves (Table 9). With Event Promotion Posts playing
such a prominent role within the dataset, it is unsurprising to see all five of its Subcategories
represented in the top 10 of this sub-coding group (Table 9). The most prominent
Subcategory from the content coding was Attendance/Activities, which constituted over

one in ten Posts from the study period (Table 9) and featured both content advertising the
forthcoming event and “on-the-day” photos. This division between posts both marketing
events and then showing them in action was visible across the other Event Promotion
Subcategories, highlighted in Table 9.

Secondary Category Number of Posts Percentage of Posts
Attendance/Activities 278 11.9
Blog Post 231 9.9
Staff/Working 227 9.7
Artefact Description 220 9.4
Community Excavation 159 6.8
Talk/Lecture 130 5.6
Details/News/Information 119 5.1
Site Tour 102 4.4
Collaboration/Partnership 88 3.8
Course 68 2.9

Table 9: The 10 largest Secondary Category coding groups. Those highlighted belong to the
Event Promotion Primary Category

Facebook provides the opportunity to create bespoke “Events”. Facebook Events are a
calendar-based function that act as a “subpage” dedicated to a time-limited event or activity,
connected to existing user or Page profiles (Facebook 2023e). Events provide Pages with
several useful abilities for promotion, including the options to invite followers and users,
send reminders to attendees, gauge turnouts with RSVP functionality and choose between
free or paid access (Facebook 2023e). Despite Event Promotion comprising 31.4% of all
Posts on development-led Facebook Pages, only 4.1% of these were for Facebook Events.
This shows that companies were overwhelmingly opting not to use Facebook’s dedicated
Event tools. Furthermore, of the 4.1% of Event Promotion Posts that were Facebook Events,
91.7% of them were events hosted by the relevant company. Hardly any Facebook Events
posted or shared by development-led organisations were those run by external companies,
such as clients or partners. The relative paucity of Facebook Events within a dedicated
coding group focused on events and activities is particularly curious. As recently as 2015,
Historic England (2015b) were still advising companies to create individual Facebook Events
from which to post the results and findings of funded and part-funded projects, rather than
integrate engagement into existing organisational Pages.
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An emergent theme prevalent in the research is time poverty among engagement staff for
creating content. While Facebook Events have the potential power to boost attendance
figures and, potentially, event engagement, they require time to create, populate with the
relevant details and monitor for user questions and messages. If staff with an engagement
role are already struggling to create content for the main Page, it is unsurprising to see that
practitioners are not generating extra work for themselves via Facebook Events. Indeed, as
Events are inherently temporary investing time in a sub-Page that will soon become obsolete
is clearly an unattractive prospect. This is particularly true with the volume of different events
many development-led companies run, each requiring a fresh Event Page for promotion.

5.1.2 Company Promotion

The second most prominent primary coding category is Company Promotion (Figure 20)
with 335 Posts comprising 14.3% of the data (Table 8). This intentionally broader category,
encompassing numerous Subcategories, concerns the broader publicisation of organisations
and the marketing of their services. Given the fundamental business-orientated nature

of the development-led archaeological sector, it is unsurprising to find promotional Posts
comprise a notable proportion of SNS content. In a competitive market, ensuring that a
company’s services are prominently featured is an ingrained facet of contemporary business
practice. Most of the 119 Posts in the Details/News/Information Subcategory (the seventh
most frequent Subcategory in the dataset, see Table 9) reflected the general maintenance
associated with any social media business account. These included updating addresses,
telephone numbers, profile or cover photos or announcing the opening of new offices.

The second most prevalent Company Promotion content were Posts concerning
collaborations and partnerships with other organisations (Table 9). The Collaboration/
Partnership Subcategory consisted of 88 Posts (3.8% of all Posts), though these came
from 21 organisations: 19 CIfA ROs and just two Non-ROs. Collaborations are common
within contemporary development-led archaeology and can include heritage bodies such
as Historic England, interest groups, charitable organisations and local communities.
While client commissioned work is also a form of partnership, unless the Facebook content
emphasised the collaborative nature of the work, simple social tagging and references to
the funder were not considered applicable to this category. Relatively few Posts directly
promoted partnerships and while this content did appear on Pages, these focused

Posts were typically press releases and official statements announcing the beginning or
culmination of projects. Collaborations often require all public facing content to be signed
off by every party involved, including managers and communications teams. Could this
requirement to run everything through committee, a time-consuming process that can
include lengthy back-and-forth changes, be a barrier for practitioners?

Job Adverts comprised 2% of all company content (45 Posts and the 14th most popular
Subcategory). Despite Facebook not being typically associated with employment prospects,
unlike LinkedlIn, it is interesting that organisations consider it worthwhile to advertise roles on
this platform, something echoed in practitioner interviews (see 7.2.4 Recruitment). Similarly,
Staff/Appointment Posts, which discussed the work of members of staff, new appointments
and retiring employees comprised 37 Posts (1.6% of all coded content).

The Awards Subcategory, detailing any nominations or award wins an organisation had
received, accounted for a very small proportion of the dataset with just 8 Awards Posts
(0.3% of all Posts) coded for the research period. Company Promotion Posts that primarily
advertised Products/Services were also comparatively rare, with just 16 CIfA ROs creating
a total of 38 of these posts (1.6% of the total dataset). Only one of these accredited
organisations, CIfA RO Company 5, created multiple Product/Service posts. Given the
competitive push for contracts driving development-led archaeology, overtly advertising
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services on Facebook is clearly not a significant factor in generating revenue for most
organisations. However, are organisations using a less explicit form of marketing and using
their overall Facebook outputs to promote their businesses? Are artefact and on-site posts
fulfilling a subtle role of selling company services to potential clients and to what degree

is digital content being consciously created as marketing rather than the dissemination of
information?

5.1.3 Excavation/On-Site Updates and Finds/Artefacts

Both the Excavation/On-Site Update and Finds/Artefacts Primary Categories reflect the
content that is synonymous with archaeology. Images of people digging, muddy finds

being proffered to the camera and crisp cleaned artefact shots are the foundation of

media depictions of the profession. With the dominance of excavation and artefacts in

most mainstream coverage of archaeology, it would not be unreasonable to expect these
combined categories would make up the bulk of organisational outputs. Yet, this is far

from the case with Excavation/On-Site Updates forming just 12.7% of all Posts and Finds/
Artefacts only 10.9% (Table 8). Both these Primary Categories combined, make up less than
a quarter (just 23.6%) of the total dataset.

However, two Subcategories, one from Excavation/On-Site Updates and one from Finds/
Artefacts, are the third and fourth most popular, respectively. Staff/Working shots from

sites accounted for almost 10% (9.7%) of all Posts and made up 76% of content from the
Excavation/On-Site Updates Primary Category. Equally, Artefact Descriptions comprised
9.4% of the whole dataset, forming 85.9% of the Finds/Artefacts Primary Category. Other
Excavation/On-Site Updates and Finds/Artefacts Subcategories all contained small
numbers of Posts. Archaeological Features were the most prominent of these, with 45 Posts
focusing on specific in-situ features such as ditch slots or pit sections. Content discussing
challenging weather, a common occurrence in UK archaeology, accounted for 1.1% of Posts.
These 26 Posts came from 12 companies, demonstrating that there was limited interest in
depicting the on-site working conditions facing field staff. This reticence is understandable,
as showing the adverse environments staff must routinely experience may not reflect well
on organisations. lllustrating the common difficulties facing archaeologists could give non-
specialist audiences a greater understanding of the day-to-day conditions and the expertise
and professionalism required to work in them.

The Finds/Artefacts Category was dominated by images of individual artefacts. Perhaps
predictably, other facets of the finds process, such as the off-site cleaning or processing of
artefacts were seldom depicted as just 19 Posts (0.8%) reflected this activity. Artefacts are
highly visual and an excellent entry point for discussions of archaeology and are mainstays
in wider media depictions of the profession. Why don’t they form a larger component of
organisations’ Facebook outputs?

The comparative rarity of both excavation and artefact-based content may well be derived
from broader institutional communication plans and external pressures. As discussed

in Chapter Two’s review of digital engagement literature, UK-based archaeological
organisations are often beholden to client confidentiality (see CIfA 2020c; Goskar 2012;
Perring 2015a; Powers 2014; Orange 2013). There is an increasing recognition of client
confidentiality impacting social media use by archaeologists (CIfA 2021a; 2021b) and
Chapter Seven'’s discussions with practitioners has revealed a wide-ranging series of
barriers to sharing on-site and artefact-based content. These inhibitors and challenges can
be directly seen in the quantities of this form of field and finds-based content appearing on
organisations’ Facebook Pages.
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5.1.4 Blog Promotion

Blogs are webpages, which can be standalone or form part of a website, that are written in a
more conversational style and typically include the options for users to add comments to the
content (Highfield 2017; Notre Dame of Maryland University 2018). Blogs first originated in
the mid-90s before reaching the height of their popularity in the early-to-mid 2000s (Highfield
2017; Notre Dame of Maryland University 2018) paving the way for the growth of SNS. Most
of the primary elements of the blog have made their way into contemporary SNS, particularly
microblogging and vlogging. Owing to many social networks being built on a cannibalised
reassembly of blog features and the dominance of these platforms, there is a common
assumption that “blogging is dead” (Dietz 2021) and of limited relevance in today’s digital
society.

Given the impression that blogging is an archaic holdover it is perhaps surprising to see

that development-led archaeological companies are still relatively reliant on blogs as a core
component of their SNS outputs (Figure 20). Of the combined CIfA RO and Non-RO data,
Blog Promotion Posts account for 11.6% of all content, with a total of 272 Posts (Table 9).
This is the fourth most popular Primary Category with just 1% fewer Posts than Excavation/
On-Site Updates (Table 9). Interestingly, Blog Posts are the second most prolific Secondary
Category, accounting for 9.9%, or 231, of all content. Links to individual blogs, Blog Posts,
formed most Blog Promotion content (84.9%). Vlogs, or video blogs, formed 1.5% of the total
dataset though few of this video content was embedded as playable videos on Facebook.
Instead, most were linked to offsite hosting platforms, typically YouTube. Blog Archive Posts,
links to collections of multiple blogs, were rare and occurred just five times.

While blogging is largely considered to have been superseded, as Dietz (2021) notes, it

is far from dead and remains an important format for relaying information to audiences,
especially among businesses. Blogging has evolved into a more strategic mechanism for
outputting information and contemporary blogs more closely resemble articles and are

often favoured by search engines (Dietz 2011). The enduring popularity of blogs among
development-led companies may derive from their ease of creation rather than their success
at engaging users. Blogs are straightforward content to produce, requiring only text, though
most contain embedded images. Blogging’s historical prevalence also means the simplest
website templates contain blog functionality. Indeed, that blogs have been common for the
best part of 20 years may also account for their popularity among archaeologists as they are
a familiar format with a low barrier for entry, unlike viogs.

While vlogs have been used in archaeology for some time (Hanson & Rahtz 1988; Morgan
2014; Tong et al. 2015) the paucity of vlogs in the dataset, just 13.2% of the Blog Promotion
Primary Category, suggests that few companies have the combination of time, skills and
resources necessary to create vlogs, a medium that is notoriously time intensive. Creating
vlogs using the most basic set-ups, such as camera phones and free software, require
skills and training and more polished video content demands a far higher skill ceiling, better
equipment, and lengthier turnarounds. Companies could hire videographers for specific
projects, though how many companies routinely have the budgets to produce this media

is unclear, especially given the pressures of the development-led sectors tender-based
contracts driving budgets downwards.

Of the 36 vlogs encountered during this research, most were short guerrilla-style, field
productions with limited editing, if any, that focused on pieces to camera. Almost all were
shot on site and appeared to have been shot using smartphones. Interestingly, all posted
vlogs suggested attempts to emulate the familiar archaeological formats encountered in

the wider media, particularly TV series such as Time Team and Digging for Britain. Less
than half of the vlogs (14 of the 36, or 36%) were uploaded directly to Facebook where they
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would autoplay on user Newsfeeds. Given the highly uneven use of YouTube by both CIfA
ROs and Non-ROs (see Chapter Four), it is surprising to see just 36% of viogs hosted on
Facebook.

Facebook has been attempting to drive users towards its own video services since at least
2017 (Herrmann 2017; Koetsier 2017). By preventing autoplaying of YouTube links and
providing substantial engagement boosts to native video, potentially resulting in Facebook
videos generating 10 times more Shares and eight times more Comments (Herrmann 2017;
Koetsier 2017), Facebook has been gradually attempting to reduce links to competitors such
as YouTube, DailyMotion and Vimeo. The continued use of YouTube as the go to source

for hosting, despite archaeological companies seldom using it, suggests a lack of access to
social media training where platform priorities and methods for boosting engagement can be
taught.

5.1.5 Media Coverage

Given archaeology’s relationship with the media (see Ascherson 2004; Brittain & Clack
2007; Pitts 2013) it is unsurprising to see this media content being shared via SNS. Media
Coverage accounted for 7.3% of the combined CIfA RO and Non-RO dataset, totalling
171 Posts (Table 8) and was the sixth most popular Primary Category. Media reports on
archaeology, whether in print, online, radio or TV, typically come presented as a narrative,
neatly packaged in a simple, easy-to-digest “story” suitable for general audiences. There
appears to be a recognition of the importance of the traditional media among many in
archaeological management (Appendix D: Mark 416-421; Victoria 662-671). Typical
archaeological press releases will have been approved by clients and stakeholders making
media coverage a preapproved, prepacked narrative. With this investment and “safety” in
the stories, seeing companies sharing, or resharing, media coverage on their channels is
unsurprising.

Of the 171 Media Coverage Posts, 127 (74.3%) contained an external link and 27 (15.8%)
were Shares from a non-company Page. Both these forms of Post required less investment
from the archaeological practitioner as the bulk of the content was created by another party.
In the case of external links, these were always a direct link to the media source. The only
additional content provided by the archaeological Page might be a short contextual sentence
(for example, “The Guardian covered our recent work in this article, read it here”). Shares
provided a similarly low level of investment, with practitioners simply resharing the content
from another Facebook location. Like external links, Pages could opt to add additional
information by Sharing with text though, again, this would require less time as the bulk of the
Posts content was already in place. Just 17 Media Coverage Posts (9.9%) relied on or drew
from prior web or Facebook content. These Posts were almost exclusively advertisements
for forthcoming TV or radio appearances, with audiences being told the times and where to
watch or listen to coverage.

Media Coverage Posts appear to be attractive to some practitioners, potentially owing to
speed of creation and that the content has been largely already created by third parties.
Table 10 highlights that there was a surprisingly even spread of media coverage at Local,
National, and International levels. The lower level of Posts dealing with global archaeology
or coverage from international media sources (1.9%) is understandable given the focus

of this research on companies operating within the UK’s development-led sector. Equally,
the stronger emphasis on Local Coverage (2.8%) is likely to relate to the regional nature of
many UK archaeological organisations, as even the largest companies have regional offices.

The main sources for shared Media Coverage on company Facebook Pages are
Newspaper/Magazine websites or dedicated online-only news sites (Table 10). This trend
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Subcategory 1 Number of Posts / Subcategory 2 Number of Posts Percentage of Posts

Percentage of All Posts Involving Company
Local Coverage 66 (2.8%) Newspaper/Magazine 34 72.7%
Online 20
TV 6
Radio 6
National Coverage 60 (2.6%) Newspaper/Magazine 16 66.7%
Online 16
TV 23
Radio 5
International Coverage 45 (1.9%) Newspaper/Magazine 18 15.6%
Online 24
TV 3
Radio 0

Table 10: Breakdown of different media formats for each Media Coverage Subcategory. The
table also includes the percentage of company Posts where the content Shared does involve
the relevant company

is likely to reflect the general frequency of each respective media type, as there is a greater
selection of newspaper, magazine and online news sources and a much smaller pool of TV
and radio avenues for coverage. However, it may also be a result of newspaper, magazine
and online news coverage being easier to link to and connect with via SNS posts. Online TV
and radio coverage is often time-limited and region-locked such as BBC iPlayer, with a 30-
day availability and no access outside of the UK without a VPN service (BBC 2021a; 2021b).

However, as Table 10 shows, a significant proportion of these Posts do not even involve the
company that is posting about them. Indeed, across the combined dataset 27.3% of Local
Coverage, 33.3% of National Coverage, and a substantial 84.4% of International Coverage
is about archaeological subjects that the Page sharing it has no connection with (Table 10).
This practice of sharing unrelated media coverage is encountered across both CIfA ROs and
Non-ROs, though some organisations rely more heavily on this form of content than others.
Non-RO Company 06 posted 61 times during the six-month research period, with 47 of these
belonging to the Media Coverage Primary Category (77% of the organisation’s Facebook
output) but just one of these Posts involved the company. Indeed, Non-RO Company 06
was so prolific in their sharing of media-related content that this one organisation accounted
for 27.5% of the entire Media Coverage coding group. Indeed, there was such a focus on
unrelated international archaeological news articles in this company’s output that over half
the study’s International Coverage Posts were from Non-RO Company 06 (25 of 45, 55.6%).

A user responded negatively to one of Non-RO Company 06’s numerous non-company
Media Coverage Posts. The user took issue with the organisation having posted a long run
of international news stories, prompting them to publicly express their dissatisfaction. They
described how the Posts were irrelevant to the archaeology of the local area and how it
would be far more appropriate for the organisation to share news of their own work. The user
received no response from the company and there was no change in the Page’s reliance on
non-company media content. Similar proportions of unrelated media stories were present

in some accredited organisations, such as CIfA RO Company 31, whose Facebook content
was made up of 73.3% of Media Coverage Posts. While this company had a much lower
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frequency of posting (15 Posts within six-months), unlike Non-RO Company 06, none of the
11 Media Coverage Posts concerned the company’s work.

While these two companies had the greatest proportion of non-company Media Coverage
Posts, this was clearly a theme across the wider dataset. In total, 12 of the 44 development-
led organisations with active Facebook Pages (27.2%) shared at least one Media Coverage
Post that did not relate to the company or its work. None of the 76 non-company Media
Coverage Posts credited the actual companies responsible for the work, nor did they
describe why an unrelated organisation was sharing this content. Most Posts of this type
consisted of external links with no addi