


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

darowel and Errord a Public User Needs Survey for Archaeology (PUNS2) was funded by
Historic England, Historic Environment Scotland and Cadw and took place between 2023 and
2025. It builds a bridge between the initial 19981 99 survey conducted for the PUNS project
(Jones et al 2001), which investigated the usage and expectations of archaeological fieldwork
publications within the UK archaeological sector, and current practice and expectations.
Considering the subsequent expansion of digital practices, social media, online content,
platforms such as YouTube and the establishment of archaeological archive repositories, such
as the Archaeological Data Service (ADS) and OASIS, the PUNS2 project sought to examine
the impact of these developments on the sector and to investigate whether these progressions
have equated to greater accessibility of archaeological outputs to the public.

Utilising a mixed methodological approach, including literature reviews, surveys, workshops

and interviews, and through t hethedP&N projgcirhasnt of
generated a considerable amount of data regarding the engagement needs of archaeological
audiences and the position of content producers. Alongside feedback from a Critical Friends

Group and an internship, the various methods resulted in:

1 Over 2,600 survey participants, from both archaeological and non-archaeological
backgrounds.

1 27 in-depth interviews with key practitioners, researchers and volunteers in the field

1 16 community workshops (eight in-person, eight online) sessions conducted both
virtually and in-person with 290 participants, with extra efforts made to reach those
from underrepresented backgrounds.

In total the PUNS2 project has gathered insight from 3,119 participants across the UK. The
sheer amount of dat a received has provided
recommendations. There remain opportunities for further analysis and comparison between
groups, and between different geographies (England, Wales and Scotland, English Regions),
which may also shape more devolved approaches to undertaking similar surveys in the future.

Numerous practical recommendations are given at the end of the report (Section 8.1) which
offer:

1 Ways to mitigate the negative consequencesofaé dat a first cul turebd
sector, which has been shown to exclude audiences and shrink public benefit
opportunities.

1 Ideas on how to resolve issues around siloed and dispersed archaeological datasets,
considering other key programmes (e.g. TETRARCHS) in the sector.

9 Logistical steps towards increasing accessibility and inclusion for our audiences when
creating archaeological outputs.

1 Ways to consider approaching audiences and evaluating their experiences to
understand how archaeology can be of value to wider society.



The findings of the PUNS2 project also emphasise the necessity of ongoing reflection on
consultation strategies to better align initial intentions with practical delivery and to recognise
the crucial role of stakeholders in the process.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Public User Needs Survey 2 (PUNS2) project follows on from the original CBA-led
Publication User Needs Survey (PUNS), published almost 25 years ago (Jones et al 2001).
The original survey examined the use and expectations of archaeological fieldwork
publications by the archaeological community in UK, resulting in recommendations for
optimising their dissemination.

Given the breadth of time between PUNS and PUNS2, the CBA was keen explore how the
sector has changed since the expansion of the digital age and the establishment of the ADS
and Online Access to the Index of Archaeological Investigations (OASIS), in the late 1990s
and early 2000s. Both initiatives sought to make archaeological materials and knowledge i
primarily generated through the planning-led system i more accessible to different audiences.
PUNS highlighted dissatisfaction at the lack of accessibility of archaeological reports within
the archaeological community, but it did not focus on accessibility to the wider public, which
remains a relatively under-researched area (and, indeed, remains an area that the sector is
failing to address; see Watson 2025).

Therefore, the PUNS2 project has endeavoured to bridge the gap between the two surveys

by addressing how the digital landscape has impacted archaeological engagement. Through

this, the project has also explored methodologies around understanding archaeological

audiences, their needs and engagement preferences, and how to meaningfully impart
archaeological information with these in mind (Shanks & Webmoor 2013, Pitts 2015, Bonacchi

2017, Perry & Copps 2022, Perry 2023, Gargett 2023, Perry et al 2024). The literature review,

carried out in 2023, also drew from wider research beyond the archaeology sector focusing

on media literacy, and access and inclusion trends in the UK. These includedWe Ar e Soci al 6
Digital Report s, Hoot suiteds Soci al Trends, Envi
demographic data, Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) Taking Part

surveys, the London Office of Technology and Innovation (LOTI) research, and Office of
Communications (Ofcom) media literacy data.

Overall, the PUNS2 project aimed to:

1 Contribute towards an evidence-based framework for improving how archaeological
information is shared with its audiences.

1 Broaden and underpin the public value of archaeology through enriching current
understanding of audiences6é uses and appreci

9 Build on the original PUNS survey, continuing to assess the role of archaeological
publications (interpreted broadly, as described below), the mechanisms used to
disseminate them, and their value in enhancing understanding of archaeological
research across the United Kingdom.

1 Foreground the needs and opinions of end-user audiences, recognising that it is only
via active forms of listening to i and direct dialogue with i these audiences that it will
be possible to provide recommendations and guidance that might genuinely achieve
meaningful impacts and positive outcomes.



Building on the original survey, PUNS2 has broadened its scope to encompass the wider
range of forms of dissemination available today (e.g. social media, open access publications,
films and blogs) and has made headway into the challenge of targeting broader ranges of
audiences. Using a mixed methodological approach (i.e. literature review, surveys, workshops
and interviews), the project has gained ample data which can inform continual improvements
in the sharing of archaeological results. Indeed, reflection on consultation strategies has been
especially important for this project, to consider initial intentions versus practical solutions
within delivery and to identify and review the key stakeholders involved in this project.

Consultation activities reached a total of 3,119 people (well over the target of 2,000). The
online survey reached across the UK, with small numbers (c. 35 responses) from the USA,
Canada, Australia, India and Europe.

This report outlines the full methodological approach, followed by the presentation of findings,
reflections on approach, overall conclusions and, finally, the recommendations stemming from
the results.




2 METHODOLOGY

2.1 Brief Description of Overall Method

This section covers the methodology, drawing from the project aims (as outlined above) and
the following objectives:

1. To understand current practices in communicating archaeological information.

11. To understand which dédoutputsd archaeol ogi
and why (i.e. are there data supporting

outputs, or are they chosen for different reasons, e.g. client preference,
legislative requirements etc.?).

1.2. To identify gaps in current offerings and explore, with stakeholders, types of
output that might better resonate with a range of audiences.

2. To understand audience needs and specific barriers to engagement.

2.1. To engage with audiences and collaborators from the outset to better
understand their opinions of archaeology, what kinds of archaeological
outputs they want, how they would like to use them and what might preclude
this opportunity.

2.2. Tounderstand how blended approaches to archaeological publication and
communications (i.e. using multi-format approaches across multiple
publication platforms and media) might reach different audiences.

2.3. Tounderstand how different media formats deliver different types/levels/focus
of public value for different audiences, and how to make informed decisions
about which formats may be most effective for different audiences.

3. To horizon-scan future needs and emerging technologies where possible to
help with future-proofing continuous learning over time.

4.  To arrive at a set of recommendations for the future development of guidance
for those who commission and/or generate archaeological output (e.g.
professional and voluntary organisations, archaeological communicators).

The project aims and objectives meant the project team had to reach a wide range of
stakeholders and audiences i those who create archaeological outputs and those who might
engage with them. Initial consultation groups included:

1

Existing stakeholders, partners and funders, CBA networks and volunteers who provided

usef ul feedback, including on the designs

stakeholders formed a Critical Friends Group and gave feedback on the design of the
project.

A wider consultation of archaeological practitioners, organisations and researchers, who
provided insight into creating output.

The wider public and new audiences, who could offer useful insight on existing interaction
with archaeological outputs, and barriers and opportunities for further engagement.

To engage with different audiences a variety of research and consultation methods were
required. These consisted of:

of

c



The creation of a Critical Friends Group.

An internship position.

A literature review.

A public survey (developed through Qualtrics).
Online and in-person audience-focused workshops.
Semi-structured interviews with practitioners.

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 =4

Overall, this methodological approach has been delivered (with increased refinement as time
went on) and the project team engaged with high numbers of participants in various contexts
(3,119 in total). From reflecting on the approach and via analysis of data i both quantitative
and qualitative, and specific to each method (see sections 3.1, 4.1 and 5.1) i rich insight was
gained into the project aims, specifically around what archaeological outputs are created in
the industry and how people engage/want to engage with them.

Notably, the question regarding O6éwhat archaeol ogi ca
during early methodological design stages. While the project builds upon the parameters of
the original PUNS study, the focus of the project was restricted to these specific areas:

1  Social media and web-based dissemination, potentially including apps, podcasts, virtual
reality (VR)/augmented reality (AR) experiences, downloadable resources and
videogames.

TV and film.

The press.

Non-academic publications including magazines, comics, manga etc.

Digital archives.

6Greyd6 Iliterature

Academic research, including Masters and PhD research.

Books, journals and reports (print and digital).

Voluntary and community group publications.

= =4 =4 4 -4 -4 A -9

Where these outputs stem from is also a major consideration. Museum exhibitions and
physical archives, although both forms of archaeological dissemination, were intentionally
excluded from the project parameters as the focus remained on print and digital outputs.

Audience approaches to museum displays and media and analysis of their impact and value
is a significant area of study, covering several decades, which lies beyond the scope of this
project (see for example: Miles 1986, Schweibenz 2008, Drotner et al 2019). For the museum
sector, such work and the high amount of dedicated research is in part due to the prominent
relationship with audiencesit hey ar e Onmudeirasnpengage with and sometimes
create exhibits and directly or indirectly provide funding through fees or donations that keep
museums operational. By contrast, with archaeology (especially development-led projects)
audiencescanof t en s e em @o aaeeda guaranteed totbe proximate to the work
of, for instance, field archaeologists, processing and archival teams.

Although physical archives are intrinsically linked to publications, this area is large and made
more complex by the ongoing challenges around storage and access across the UK. Much of

9



this will be addressed as part of the Future for Archaeological Archives Programme,
coordinated by Historic England (2025) and by upcoming work by TETRARCHSs (Transforming
Data Re-use in Archaeology https://www.tetrarchs.org ).

Lastly, the study focused on archaeological outputs stemming from commercial and
charitable/voluntary archaeological organisations, but also from those stemming from higher
education or academic sources (many of the projectbs i ntervi ewees were r e:
many of the respondents to the survey were students). The UK archaeological research sector
plays a vital part in forming the knowledge production and engagement with archaeology (see
literature review, Appendix 1) and sits within a specific context of regulation (specifically the
Research Excellence Framework). While PUNS2 data includes evidence regarding academic
archaeological outputs, the project scope did not include specific focus on the wider higher
education context and its subsequent influence upon outputs. Further research to compare
the influence of commercial, charitable/voluntary and academic contexts upon archaeology
outputs, and ultimately perception, is required.

2.2 Critical Friends

The project benefitted from a Critical Friends Working Group, with ¢. 15 members drawn from
key stakeholder groups within the archaeological sector. Members included, for example, a
representative of the 21CAP Project, university affiliates, representatives from interested
cultural or charitable organisations or underrepresented groups, and contacts from
archaeological units or professional bodies.

The PUNS2 Critical Friends Working Group was tasked with:

1  Providing advice, support and assistance in the development and implementation of the
PUNS?2 project programme.

1  Providing objective and valuable feedback on project progress and outcomes.

1  Helping generate more ideas and perspectives based on the lived experience of the
members.

1  Ensuring that the project avoided @roupthinkéand made better decisions.

9 Providing access to other networks and outside knowledge/support.

1  Helping identify and mitigate risks and obstacles.

The Critical Friends met approximately every four months throughout the project. The group
reviewed research findings, tested consultation ideas and contributed to survey and workshop
design, as well as drafting the final recommendations. The group was able to give detailed
feedback on aspects of the methodology and ask the team beneficial questions, encouraging
them to consider their approach, which the project team was able to embed. A working Ciritical
Friends Group is recommended for any ongoing projects.

2.3 Internship

A project intern was included in the PUNS2 team to transcribe and clean recordings taken
during the one-to-one interviews. This role aligned with both MOLAG and CBAOGs wi der g
to diversify the archaeological sector by introducing young people from varied backgrounds to
careers in archaeology. The team advertised locally to the MOLA offices, in North London,

10
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and prioritised applicants between 18 and 21 years old who were not in education and
welcomed applicants without previous experience in archaeology. The successful applicant
was a musician and an electrician by profession, living within walking distance of the MOLA
offices. He was from an ethnic global majority background and had not previously studied
archaeology or been in full-time higher education. A schedule was planned for the intern which
balanced the repetitive but necessary work on transcription and data input with more varied
learning activities such as shadowing MOLA staff, attending PUNS2 workshops, sitting in on
meetings with MOLAG6s CEO, l earni reg.recdrdngand t he ar
Harris Matrix training) and undertaking a tour of the archaeological excavations at Fenchurch
Street. During this time the intern contributed to the design of the workshops (he helped create
an icebreaker question which was extremely effective). After two months the intern was
successful in finding a new role as an apprentice for Transport for London.

'Thank you so much it was a pleasure working with you and the
56YUWOqe GHof OG Y2131 o321 ! 1ot IEYUT IOYn lORq 4 K
positive impact on the team while | was there ; hopefully we cross
paths in the future. CO

Message from intern

As the transcription work was not complete when the original intern left, the opportunity was
offered to field archaeologists at MOLA who would benefit from professional development on
audience engagement and the methods and challenges of sharing archaeological outputs to
different groups. In total four field archaeologists undertook the task and feedback indicated
that they appreciate the insights gleaned from cleaning the interviews:

Ll think it is really interesting ; even just from the two interviews |
managed to complete the transcriptions for it is obvious that you
all have found an interesting and diverse group of people within the
area of engagement in archaeology to interview and get insight
from. | especially en joyed [Interviewer X] interview, and both
interviews really made me think of the future of archaeology, and
even how much it changed since | first got into the field in

undergrad (~2011).CO

Message fromarchaeologist 1

Ll found this project really interesting and | will be interested to see
how and if technology is able to reach other audiences and may

11



help the public to better understand what archaeology is and the
methods behind it g CO

Message fromarchaeologist 2

The project team reflected that inclusive internships and involvement of field archaeologists in
engagement or interpretation work would be beneficial. This is discussed as part of the
pr oj eecommendations.

2.4 Literature Review, Data Scanand Audience
Engagement Strategy

The literature review provided an update for the archaeological sector on recent and relevant
research into archaeological outputs and audience engagement (for the full literature review,
please see Appendix 1). The review traced the gap between PUNS and PUNS2, as well as
demonstrating how the latter fits into current research priorities and builds upon recent findings
and recommendations. The literature review was also used to help define target audiences
and provided insight on accessibility and inclusivity.

A daiasc andé wausdermkers  establish an understanding of social media usage by
wider society and the associated practices of archaeological organisations (e.g. how many
organisations are using Facebook etc.).

The first step of the data scan involved exploring publicly available, and accessible, datasets
focused on general media consumption, media literacy, and access and inclusion trends in
England, Scotland and Wales. These included We Are Soci
Social Trends, Environmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI) demographic data,
Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) Taking Part surveys, the London
Office of Technology and Innovation (LOTI) research, and Office of Communications (Ofcom)
media literacy data and reports.

Next, the social media presence of 82 Chartered Institute for Archaeologists (CIfA)-affiliated
archaeological organisations was analysed. High-profile archaeological organisations, with a
broad range of social media, were targeted and invited to participate in PUNS2 by sharing
their organisational social media analytical data. Further archaeological organisations and
groups were also reached through an expression of interest sign-up sheet, via Google Forms.
Those that completed the sign-up sheet were contacted and asked to provide their social
media analytical data. Archaeological organisations based in Wales, Scotland and Ireland
were also examined for their social media presence using specific nation-based historical
record websites.

An audience matrix for PUNS2 was developed through a prior collaboration between Historic
England and CBA (resulting in the Historic England Segments) and thereafter informed by the

12



data scan and the literature review. This resulted in the development of three project-specific
audience segments?:

1 O6Known t o Ar:Thisgreup tommises existing audiences, CBA members and
the established archaeological community and professionals. Together, they represent
the wider public most likely to engage with archaeological outputs and events.

This group corresponds to the following Historic England audience segments:
1 Green (nature, active, discovery).
1 Yellow (progressive, creative, social).
91 Purple (nostalgic, traditional, professional).

In total, this group makes up 27% of the general population and 49% of heritage
professionals.

2 @&ew to Archaeology 6 This audience is supportive of archaeology and heritage in
general and is most likely to encounter archaeology via other heritage activities, like
visiting English Heritage or National Trust properties. They may work in the wider heritage
sector.

This group corresponds to the following Historic England audience segments:
9 Pink (cultured, fascinated, open-minded).
I Orange (mainstream, proud, family).
1 Red (escapists, enjoyment, trips out).

In total, this group makes up 45% of the general population and 44% of heritage
professionals.

3 @Archaeol ogy: TNhsapdience Mdy :not immediately see the relevance of
archaeology to them and as such their inclusion is critical for addressing matters of
representation and shaping new perspectives on archaeology. This group may include
people who work within the heritage sector but do not have an obvious connection with
archaeology (e.g. Human Resources and Administration).

This group corresponds to the following Historic England audience segment:
1 Blue (dynamic, passionate, outgoing).

This group makes up 27% of the general population and 5% of heritage professionals, per
Historic England Segments (2023).

! The projectspecific audience segmentsoutlined in PUNS2 are based on a proposed interpretation of
Historic Englands audience segmentation study (2023), rather than direct evidence or validated data,
and should be considered as a conceptual framework for understanding target groups
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/inclusion/audiences/segments.
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KPIs FOR SURVEYS, INTERVIEWS AND WORKSHOPS

To help assess our progress the PUNS2 team set a series of key performance indicators in
relation to the number of participants through surveys, interviews and workshops. It can be
estimated that there are about 25,000 7 30,000 individuals currently active in archaeology
across the UK through direct employment, undergraduate and post-graduate research and
grassroots involvement.? Target numbers calculated as a percentage of this number:

Audience segment Minimum number of Percentage of total people
participants involved in archaeology in the
UK (25,000)
Known to Archaeology 1,250 5%
New to Archaeology 500 2%
Archaeology: Why Me? 250 (equivalent of 1%)

Table 1: PUNS?2 target participant numbers by audience segment

The project team anticipated a high 1 evel of
audience because these individuals would already be actively engaging with a range of
different archaeological outputs and would be relatively easy to reach out to. The target figures

for 6New to Ar chaeoilWhygMedd aanrde, réflaotincetira differinglaysis

of engagement with archaeologyand t he teambés expectations of
them. Wi t h t H&argét\iHisys a bbenparative percentage and reflects audiences who

will likely lie outside the sector (although specificst af f wi t hin the sector
Me?6category i e.g. administrative staff).

These KPIs were considered throughout the data capture phase and where necessary
adjustments were made to specific approaches to achieve these targets.

2.5 Survey Design and Methodology

The primary research tool, as with the original PUNS project, was a survey. From early stages
in the project design, the survey tool platform decided upon was Qualtrics, a GDPR-compliant
(with 1ISO27001 certification) online platform which enables a large volume of data collection
and contains inbuilt analytical tools for both quantitative and qualitative analyses.

The name OPUNS206 weasgagihg télenferdhe survay,cbacause it would be

meaningless to most of the target audiences. The CBA®6Gs Yout h Advisory Boa

collaborateon a catchyamEtter 6pTaodel ogo to help |

Survey questions (see Appendix 2) were then initially designed in close consideration of the
overall aims of the PUNS2 project, different audience groups, the previous PUNS survey and
team discussion of more contemporary surveys (e.g. the NEARCH survey by Martelli-Banégas

2 Data taken from Profiling the Profession (Landward Research 2020), HESA (2022) @fh(2024).
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et al 2015, Perry et al 2024), and collaborative discussion within the PUNS2 team (including
use of a Miro board for ideas-storming).

Once an initial draft was circulated, this was shared for consultation with the Critical Friends
Group and with the project Equality, Diversity and Inclusivity (EDI) consultant, who advised on
accessibility and inclusivity.

From the above, feedback was fed into the consid
and the wording of questions: i ndeed, the semant
had to be reconsidered for non-professional audiences (and reformatt ed as 6éar chaeol «
informationd1 note that in this report the term @utputd retained). Moreover, through this

process, an important connection was made regarding the understanding of audiences during

the survey design; while st i | | considering the target audi e
6 Ar ¢ h a:eWwhy blapd , the survey necessitated a distinc
archaeological outputs and those who do not (but may engage with them).

Although it is possible to both create and engage (especially in the Known and New to
Archaeology audiences), it was decided that this general distinction needed to be made early
in the survey to structure the remaining questions in a manner that made sense for the
respondents. Those selecting that they had (or maybe had) created archaeological outputs
wereshortthandedly referred to as Oproducersdé6, and tF
of tailored questions, while those who declared they had not created archaeological outputs
were referred to as 6éconsumersé (and had their o

The survey was circulated through CBA and MOLA social media platforms, free and paid
advertising on Facebook and LinkedIn and in-person events (such as the CIfA conference in
April 2024 and the Festival of Archaeology in July 2024). Additionally, all workshop
participants, organisers and contacts were also invited to take part.

To mitigate any access barriers created by only offering the survey online, an additional 8,000
physical copies of the survey were included in the September/October 2024 issue of British
Archaeology magazine (complete with Freepost envelopes). This approach was anticipated
to generate perhaps 100 responses; unexpectedly the project team received over 600, thus
highlighting the high levels of engagement with printed forms of archaeological outputs.

Notably, the project team decided against offering a financial incentive received on completion
of the survey: insight from a different, recent CBA project highlighted a risk of Al bots and/or

PN

6repeatd responders who c¢avouchelsmke advantage of th

The survey distribution methods followed that of Convenience Sampling (Etikan et al 2016),
whichdrawson avenues and arénddatd HararThistéchnigue aesulted in the
return of 2,800 surveys (of which 2,607 respondents gave formal consent) across a wide
geographic spread (see Section 3.2.2).
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2.6 Workshop Design and Methodology

The survey was very successful, with a high rate of completion and a wide geographic spread.

However, as the survey was mainly distributed via archaeological channels and networks, it

ran the risk of not reaching ?0natadildcounterghis,get OATr
the workshops were designed to reach wider audiences and delve more deeply into why and

how users currently engage (or do not) with archaeology. The workshops aimed to understand

how this segment would prefer to engage with archaeology (if at all) and how archaeological

outputs could meet their range of needs.

The workshops were designed to optimise accessibility and inclusivity; from the onset of the
project design provisions were made for travel expenses (e.g. local public transport, or more
complex travel arrangements such as taxis, trains), catering for in-person events, translator
fees, carer costs and participation renumeration vouchers. Moreover, following insight from
the EDI consultant, half of the workshops were repurposed to be online, thus enabling
participants to join from the convenience of their own homes.

In consultation with the community groups and facilitators, the workshops (which were 1.57 2
hours each) were individually tailored to ensure reasonable adjustments could be made, which
became a highly useful aspect of the design. Methods for enabling participation and
recognising the contributions of our audiences had previously been trialled in a series of
community consultations funded by the UKRI Future Leader Fellows Plus Funds (summer
2022), which were facilitated by MOLA staff. The CBA piloted further activities at the 2024
Festival of Archaeology at the Crannog Centre, Scotland.?

Following this work and insight from the Critical Friends, the final design of the workshops
included icebreakers to uncoverpe opl e 6 s as s uanghaeolagy (ke. paticipants
were asked d@vhat three words would you use to define archaeology?6i and results were
analysed thematically). The icebreakers were followed by activities encouraging multimedia
and creative approaches to archaeological outputs, using collages and storyboards, which
also became a key component for later analysis. For online workshops and work with the
visually impaired, the collage and storyboard activities were repurposed into the Padlet
platform, where it became easy to scribe the words of the participants in real time i again
enabling group interaction while simultaneously capturing qualitative data for analysis.
Following an informed consent protocol, all workshops were audio recorded, with feedback
gathered at the end of the sessions and remuneration vouchers handed out.

There were challenges in workshop recruitment and sampling. The project team contacted
and coordinated with 45 prospective organisations and community groups (including metal
detectorists, a shopping mall, libraries, wellbeing groupsand even deandtoomamkebal | 6

3The project team tested some lighttouch engagement methods at the 2024 FoA at the Crannog Centre,
in Scotland, as well as introducing the project. People were asked to vote on which methods of
dissemination they used (social media, television, books and magazines, talks). Voting was viackers,
and this playful style of engagement that worked across all ages led to the development of the collage
idea.
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but a few): these efforts resulted in a total of eight in-person and eight online workshops. This
was significantly more than the target of 10 workshops in the project design.

In-person

workshop & date

Audience type &
location

Online workshop & Audience type &

date

location

Festival of Known/New to ESOL group New to
Archaeology Archaeology i The 06.02.25 Archaeology/Archaeology:
13.7.24 Scottish Crannog Why Me? i Ethnic
Centre, Kenmore minority, Thurrock
CAER Heritage Known/New to AAWAZ Archaeology: Why Me? i
Consultation 1 Archaeology i 13.02.25 Ethnic minority, Blackburn
(AM) Cardiff
28.8.24
CAER Heritage Known/New to GDA online Archaeology: Why Me? i
Consultation 2 Archaeology i 18.02.25 Audience facing barriers,
(PM) Cardiff Glasgow
28.8.24
Roman Carlisle 1 Known/New to VIP i Eyes for Archaeology: Why Me? i
10.10.24 Archaeology i Positivity Audience facing barriers,
Carlisle 21.02.25 London

Roman Carlisle 2

Known/New to

ScotInform1

Archaeology: Why Me? i

10.10.24 Archaeology i 18.2.25 Emergent, Scotland
Carlisle general
Dagenham Archaeology: Why Scotinform 2 Archaeology: Why Me? i
Young Carers Me? 1 Youth group, 25.02.25 Emergent, Scotland
11.01.25 London general
Glasgow Archaeology: Why Kur di sh Archaeology: Why Me? i
Disability Alliance Me? 1 Audience Group Ethnic minority, Glasgow
11.02.25 facing barriers, 10.05.25
Glasgow
Leith Library Archaeology: Why Kurdish Youth Archaeology: Why Me? i
12.02.25 Me? i Emergent but  Group Ethnic minority and youth
mainly families 10.05.25 group, Glasgow
(mums & kids),
Edinburgh

Table 2: summary of workshops and target audience segments

The table above shows the project team was successful in reaching diverse groups. Overall,
the sampling technique was both Purposive (Etikan et al 2016) i with the PUNS2 researcher
and expert relying on specific criteria and judgement to recruit groups i and Convenient,
relying on emerging opportunities to recruit based on existing connections from colleagues
(andinsome cases family membattiagdéd Comemds)y @gcolg
in one case), seeking support from the HES Equalities team to establish connections and
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paying to advertise on a cultural research forum (i.e. Scotinform). Reflections on the
challenges in recruiting for workshops, and the insights gained, are detailed in Section 4.3.

2.7 Interview Design and Methodology

As with the original PUNS project, the methodology triangulated the workshops and survey
with semi-structured interviews with relevant organisations and researchers. These interviews
were used to develop a better understanding of why and how certain outputs are being
produced and used within the sector; whether they feel that current practices meet their needs,
as well as those of their audiences; and their ideas and feelings on the potential for new types
of archaeological outputs.

All the interviewees were from the Known/New to Archaeology groups i meaning that they
were all producers of various kinds and had professional, academic or voluntary
backgrounds (Why Me? groups were targeted via the workshops). In total, 27 interviews
were conducted from across the UK. The question design for interviews was based on the
PUNS2 aims and objectives and benefitted from the discussions held regarding the
guestions of the survey. The design was semi-structured, with themes and topics emerging
based on the direction of the dialogue between the PUNS2 researcher and interviewee.

The sampling technique was a mix of both Purposive (with certain criteria being in place) and
Convenient (as suitable candidates emerged throughout the project). Some interviewees were
also asked to participate in the project® Critical Friends Group and so became very familiar
with the project.
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3 SURVEY RESULTS

3.1 Method of Analysis

To undertake the analysis of the survey, the Qualtrics built-in software was utilised. This
software allowed us to run chi-squared tests automatically when analysing any relationships
in the quantitative data and create basic visualisations of the responses.

We also analysed the qualitative data from the free-text responses in Qualtrics. Each response
was tagged with its key themes/content. For instance, the statement: & like to watch
archaeological videogame walk-throughs on YouTubebdwould be tagged with #VideoGames
and #YouTube. Once these tags were created, we could then see how many comments fell
under these categories and pick out the most common themes.

3.2 Findings

3.2.1 Demographic Data

The first few questions on the survey were written to gather demographic data from those
participating. By comparing the results from our surveyos
Census (ONS 2022), we can begin to build up a picture
represents the wider population of the UK.

Age: How old are you?

Under 18 18-24 years old
0.4% 4%
25-34 years old
8%

35-44 years old
65+ years old 9%
47%

45-54 years old
11%

55-64 years old
21%

Figure 1: age of survey respondents

47% ofthesur vey ds respondent s whidghis significarglyhigitebthagtkear s ol d
general population (19% of those censused in 2021 were over 65). This trend continues into

the second-oldest age group, with 21% of respondents between 55 and 64 years old,

compared to 13% of the general population. The number of respondents in the age categories

from 18 to 34 were also lower than expected (only 4%).
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Gender identity: How do you describe yourself?

Non-binary / third Prefer not to say
gender 1%
1%

Male

0,
Female o

53%

Figure 2: gender of survey respondents

Across the survey population, people identifying as female made up a slight majority.
However, when we looked at the relationship between age and gender (see below), we could
see that women form a much larger majority of the respondents under 55 years old. However,
in the over 65s, men make up the majority.

600

500

400

300

200

100 I
. - ] i I

Under 18 18-24 years 25-34 years 35-44 years 45-54years 55-64 years 65+ years old
old old old old old

m Male =Female

Figure 3: gender and age distribution of survey respondents
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Ethnicity :Woul d you describe

Prefer not to say

Any other ethnic

group
6%

Any other White
background
14%

Figure 4: ethnicity of survey respondents

yourself aseée?

2%

White -

English/Welsh/Scottish/North
ern Irish/British

78%

As shown above, the vast majority of those completing the survey identified as d&Vhite-
English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern Irish§ at 78%. In the 2021 Census, 74.4% of people surveyed
identified as &Vhite Britishd Our survey has a larger number of respondents identifying as
White, but not British, than the Census. This can be explained because there was a significant

number of internationally based respondents.

Only 6% of those who participated in the survey identified as an ethnicity other than White,
which is not in line with the demographic data of England and Wales, given below.*

White: English, Welsh, Scottish, Northern Irish or British
White: Other White

Asian, Asian British or Asian Welsh

Black, Black British, Black Welsh, Caribbean or African
Mixed or multiple ethnic groups

Other ethnic group

74.4%

6.2%

9.3%

4.0%

2.9%

2.1%

Table 3: UK ethnicity as per 2021 Census

4 Source: Office for National Statistics (2022F Census 2021
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Disability : Do you consider yourself dis/abled / disabled?

Do you consider yourself dis/abled / disabled?

Prefer not to say Yes
4% 13%

No
83%

Figure 5: dis/abled / disabled survey respondents

According to the 2021 Census, 17.4% of the population of England and Wales identified as
disabled, whereas only 13% of the PUNS2 online survey consider themselves disabled.

3.2.2 Geographic Data

The following map was created using the respondents @ostcode information. The map is
divided into the UKO&s postcode areas and the dar
that postcode area.

The PUNS2 survey has achieved a good overall spread of the UK, per our initial aims.
However, by comparing this map to the population data from the 2021 Census, we can see
that certain areas were underrepresented i namely the Midlands, Greater Manchester,
County Durham, London and some parts of Wales, Northern Ireland and Scotland.

The large number of respondents from the York area may possibly be explained by a known
concentration of archaeologists based in the city and that it is the location ofthe CBA6 s o f f i c e .
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Figure 6: distribution map of survey respondents
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3.2.3 Connection to Archaeology

The next section of the survey asked participants about their connection to and background

in archaeology.

Do you have a background in archaeology or heritage?

Iam a student [ NG 32%
| am an academic || GG 2.9%
I have worked in the heritage sector || || NN 16.9%
| am a professional || GGG 13.0%
| have no background in archaeology or heritage || NG :0 52
Ivolunteer |, 1.7%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0%

Figure 7: survey responses on background to archaeology

How often do you engage/interact with archaeology? -

Other 6.9%
Never 3.1%
Once every six months 5.9%
Every other month 5.1%
Once a month 12.4%
Every other week 7.5%
Weekly 27.5%

Daily 31.7%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0%

Figure 8: survey responses on frequency of engagement with archaeology
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How far do you agree that archaeology is 'important to me as individual.'
Strongly disagree | 0.3%

Disagree I 1.2%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0%

Figure 9: survey responses on the importance of archaeology 'to me as an individual.'

These previous three graphs demonstrate that the PUNS2 survey was successful in targeting
a non-professional audience without a background in archaeology (the Archaeology: Why Me?
group). Those taking part, regardless of their background, mostly strongly agreed that
archaeology is important to them as individuals.

The below graph illustrates the relationship between a participant® age and the regularity of
their engagement with archaeology. The age group most likely to interact with archaeology
daily is 180 24 year olds, which would align with the age of archaeology university students.
High levels of engagement remain equal until the 458 54 year old demographic, where it
steadily begins to decrease in frequency.
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How often do you engage with archaeology and how old are you? (%)

100%
21

6.1 Sz

L 31.4

14.1
27.9 9.4 6

8.7
80%

70%
285

8.2

60%

7.8

50%

40%

30%

20%

61.4

10%

20.8

3.1 21
21 6.3 3.1 1

0%
Daily Weekly Everyother Oncea Everyother Once every Never Other
week month month  six months

18-24 m25-34 m35-44 wm45-54 m55-64 165+ years old

Figure 10: relationship between survey respondents' age and how frequently they engage with archaeology
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How far do you agree that archaeology is 'important to me
as an individual' And how often do you engage/interact with
archaeology? (%)

0
Other 37.2

62.8

0
Never TN 12.1

48.3
I, 9.7
I 1.8
Once every six months 71 54
37.2
]
Every other month 52.9

I 5.1
| 54

Once a month : 36.7

Every other week : 35.8

Weekly 235
. 76.1

0.2

0.3 1
. 275

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Daily

m Strongly disagree  m Disagree Agree mStrongly agree

Figure 11: relationship between survey respondents' frequency of engagement with archaeology and how
important archaeology is to them

Here (see above) we can see that those participating in archaeology more frequently were
more likely to strongly agree with the statement that archaeology és important to me as an
individuald

3.2.4 Producers

The following section will examine the questions posed to those identifying as producers of
archaeological outputs.
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Do you think of yourself as someone who creates/produces
archaeological information and/or content?

Yes
No 37%
43%
Maybe
20%

Figure 12: percentage of survey respondents who consider themselves to be creators or producers of
archaeological content

Only those who answered 6 y ersddma ytb thetabove question (57% of respondents in total)
were able to answer the questions in this section.

Have you ever produced/created (or directly contributed to) any of the
following archaeological content?

Videogame(s) == 3%
Virtual reality experience(s) wmm 5%
Visual media or illustrations mmm 5%
Podcast(s) we—12%
3D model(s) m————15%
Palicy/legislation document(s) m———15%
Any other archaeological output(s) or content... m—— 5%
Online magazine(s) —————— 18%
Radio programmes(s) ————— 19%
Publications on heritage / management =——— 19%
Short or long-form video content online —— ———— 20 %
Newspaper articles ———— s 239%,
Television programme(s) ————— 2 3%,
Printed magazine(s) m————————2 3%

Publications on specific subjects 25%
Museum collection catalogue(s) 27%
Digital imaging 31%

Blog(s) m—— 32 %
Book(s) m—— 34%
Fieldwork publication(s) m———  35%
Digital lecture/talk(s) 36%
Pop-up/temporary displays 36%
Journal article(s) m———————————— 300

Archaeology websites m———— 4 1%

Social media post(s) or content 45%
Digital archives(s)/archive(s) .. ————— 4] %,
Fieldwork report(s) 50%

Photograph(s) m—— 52 %,
In-person lecture/talk(s) m— —————— ———— 59 %

Archaeological data 69%

Figure 13: types of archaeological content produced by survey respondents

The most common types of archaeological content for producers to have created are
archaeological data in-person lectures/talks, photographs and fieldwork reports, all of which
over half the respondents had been involved in producing.
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Also reasonably popular are social media posts, archaeology websites and journal articles.
The least common types of content for producers to have contributed to are videogames,
virtual reality experiences and visual media or illustrations.

3.2.5 Audiences

The following questions posed to producers focused on their understanding of their audiences.

Do you target audiences?

| don't know
16%

Yes
47%

No
37%

Figure 14: responses to producers asked, 'Do you target audiences?"

Less than half of producers target audiences for their content, and 16% are uncertain whether
they do so.

How far do you agree that 'when producing/creating archaeological
content and information, | do so with a clear understanding of who the
audience(s) are.'

: Strongly disagree
Disagree 1%
13%

Strongly agree

25%

Agree
61%

Figure 15: responses to producers asked how far they agree that 'When producing/creating archaeological content
and information, | do so with a clear understanding of who the audience(s) are.'

Yet, when asked whether they create content with a @lear understanding of who the audiences
are 86% either agreed or strongly agreed (see above).
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How far do you agree that 'what | produce/create is being used as
intended’

Strongly disagree
1%

Disagree
7%

Strongly agree
17%

Agree
75%

Figure 16: responses to producers asked how far they agree that ‘what | produce/create is being used as intended.’

The above question was also answered with a similar level of confidence; 92% of respondents
agreed or strongly agreed that what they produced is being used as intended.

When creating/producing archaeological content I...

don’t know what my purpose or intention is
3%
create and see how
it goes
10%

do so with some
purpose and
intention
29%

do so with clear
purpose and intention
58%

Figure 17: responses to producers asked to what degree they have a clear intention/purpose when creating
archaeological content

Yet, as can be seen above, only 58% of respondents agreed that when producing they do so
@vith clear purpose and intentiond
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Do you collect feedback or analytical data from archaeological content
or information that you create and share?

Yes
41%

No
59%

Figure 18: responses to producers asked if they collection feedback or analytical data from archaeological
content

Additionally, 59% of respondents said they did not collect feedback or analytical data from the
content they create and share (see above). This could be explained by the answer to the
following question, where respondents disagreed that they had the budget and time to develop
an understanding of their audiences.

To develop an understanding of your audiences and how to engage
well with them: | have the...

time to do so 10.9 41.4 37.9 9.8

o
w

budget 52.4 17

i
)
~l
w

1.3

I

0.7
56.4 16.5

skills to do so 57 4.9

knowledge to do so
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
m Strongly agree Agree Disagree mStrongly disagree

Figure 19: responses to producers asked if they had the budget, time, skills and/or knowledge to develop an
understanding of their audience(s)

When producer participants were asked if they could provide an example of a time they felt
successful in reaching or engaging their target audience, a significant number of examples
involved direct interaction with an audience 1 e.g. doing site tours or lectures. One potential
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explanation for this could be that, if some producers lack the time or budget to run an
evaluation, situations where feedback can be gathered instantly may feel more successful.

Can you provide an example of a time you have felt successful in reaching or engaging your
target/desired audience?

Children/Youth

Other heritage
outreach work

In-person outreach at sites

Academic
lecture/conferen
ce Other

Public lectures and
workshops Digital outreach Publishing Displays

Figure 20: responses to producers asked to provide an example of a time they felt they had been successful in
reaching a target audience

3.2.6 Purpose and Means of Content Production

| believe the purpose(s) of producing archaeological content is to inform
the...

sector 49.0%

47.1%

0.3%
. 0.6%
public 34.8%

64.3%

0.1%

N 0.9%
historical record 26.3%

72.7%

0.9%

10.0%
51.9%
37.2%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0%

client

m Strongly disagree W Disagree Agree ®Strongly agree

Figure 21: responses to producers asked about the purpose of producing archaeological content

32



99% of producers agreed or strongly agreed that the purpose of producing archaeological
content is to inform the public and the historical record; however, they were more likely to
strongly agree with the historical record as the purpose. 96% also agreed or strongly agreed
that the purpose is to inform the sector, and 89% agreed or strongly agreed that the purpose
is to inform the client. This last purpose was the least strongly agreed upon.

If you use archaeological content to communicate stories of the past to
other people: | have the...

time required to do so 12.8% 45.8% 34.0% 7.4%
5.4%
budget . 25.4% 50.8% 18.5%
0.5%
skills required 33.6% 55.6% 10.3%
0.7%
confidence to do so 39.5% 50.1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Strongly agree Agree mDisagree ®Strongly disagree

Figure 22: responses to producers asked if they have the time, budget, skills and/or confidence to communicate
stories of the past

When it came to informing the public and communicating these stories, respondents agreed
that they had the skills and confidence to do so, yet disagreed that they had the budget, and
were less confident that they had the time required to do so.

What do you think are appropriate means of disseminating
archaeological information to the public? - Selected Choice

Other 14.2%
People they trust 46.5%
Newspapers 67.8%
Formal news channels 67.8%

Libraries 72.5%

Online news 74.2%

Social media and networks 81.1%
Websites 83.4%
Printed media e.g. book(s) and magazine(s) 85.8%

In-person environments or places within my... 91.3%

Figure 23: responses to producers asked about appropriate means of disseminating archaeological information
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Lastly, when asked what the appropriate means were of disseminating archaeological
information to the public, most respondents agreed that nearly all the given means were
appropriate. The only option that less than half of respondents agreed with was @eople they
trustd The most popular means of dissemination was éniperson environments or places within
my communityéat 91%, with printed media, websites, and social media following closely
behind.
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3.2.7 Consumption of Content

The following questions were posed to all respondents and focused on their experiences
finding and taking in archaeological content.

Have you ever used any of the following types of content about, or
involving, archaeology?

Any other archaeological output(s) or content =® 3.9%
Virtual reality experience(s) mmmm 8.1%
Videogame(s) mmmm 8.2%
Visual media o 11.4%
3D model(s) m—— 18.4%
Policy/legislation document(s) E ———— 26.5%
Podcast(s) m——— 28.0%
Blog(s) e 31.3%
Pop-up/temporary displays — 32.7%
Publications on specific subjects T —————— 35.9%
Radio programmes(s) m————— 37.0%
Online magazine(s) me————————— 37.3%
Short or long-form video content online T ———————— 38.3%
Social media posf(s) or content T ————— 30.2%
Publications on heritage / management ma—————— 41.1%
Digital imaging ———————— 42 9%
Fieldwork report(s) m ——————— /3 .4%
Museum collection catalogue(s) I ————————— 54 1%
Digital archives(s)/archive(s) I ————— 55.1%

Digital lecture/talk(s)
Archaeological data
Fieldwork publication(s)
Photograph(s)

I 55 ] Y%,
I 50 2 %,
I 50 9%
I (2.7 %

I (5.2 %
I 68.5%
I GO0 %
I /2 7%
e /3.5 %

Newspaper articles
Printed magazine(s)
Journal article(s)
In-person lecture/talk(s)
Television programme(s)

Archaeology websites I 33.6%
Book(s) m S 6.6 %

Figure 24: survey responses on the appropriate means of disseminating archaeological information to the public

The most popular type of archaeological content for respondents to have used was books.

This was universal across all age groups (except under 18s, of which the sample was too
small to draw any conclusions). This may be due to a skew in the audience profiles of
respondents (which are mainly Known to Archaeology, whiley ounger o6reader séb
students) i essentially, further research is required. Equally, archaeology websites were the
second most popular type of content to be used across all age groups. Social media and video
content online proved to be much more popular with younger respondents, whereas printed
magazines were more popular with older respondents.

mi
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Preferences of Types of Content Already Engaged with According to

Any other archaeological output(s)
3D model(s)

Visual media or illustrations
Virtual reality experience(s)
Videogame(s)

Television programme(s)

Social media post(s) or content
Short or long-form video content online
Radio programmes(s)
Publications on heritage / management
Printed magazine(s)
Pop-up/temporary displays
Policy/legislation document(s)
Publications on specific subjects
Podcast(s)

Photograph(s)

Online magazine(s)

Newspaper articles

Museum collection catalogue(s)
Journal article(s)

In-person lecture/talk(s)

Fieldwork report(s)

Fieldwork publication(s)

Digital lecture/talk(s)

Digital imaging

Archive(s)

Book(s)

Blog(s)

Archaeology websites

Archaeological data

Different Age Groups

m 18-24 years old = 25-34 years old m 35-44 years old
m45-54 years old = 55-64 years old = 65+ years old

Figure 25: relationship between types of archaeological content engaged with and respondents’ age

It is worth noting that the content most used by respondents does not align with what is most
created by producers i for example, fieldwork reports/publications fall in the middle of what is

most used, not at the top.
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It is also important to consider that this question asked respondents what they had ever used,
and not what they would like to use if given the choice.

Did any of the options listed here surprise you? If so, can you explain
why? - Selected Choice

12.4%
Yes
87.6% = No
Figure 26: response to 'Did any of the [types of content] surpr

When asked if any of the listed content options surprised them, most respondents answered
0 n bu for those who were surprised the most frequent answer was that they did not realise
videogames could be a place to find archaeological information.

Who do you trust to provide you with content or information? (please
select any that apply)

Personalities you recognise, such as a celebrity 15.7%
Someone, or people, within your local community 28.9%
Someone you know personally 58.0%
An organisation 91.1%
An expert 95.0%

Figure 27: response to 'Who do you trust to provide you with content or information?'

Most trusted to provide content or information were @&xpertséand d@rganisationsé However,

since designing the survey the researchteamhasr ef | ect ed t hat the term 0
multiple meanings (e.g. local experts, specialists, per Schofield 2014), and merits deeper

thought.

How do you usually take in content/information? (please select any that
apply) Through...
Social media NG 27.4%

listening (aural) e.g. podcasts NG 40.1%
In-person interaction (networking) GGG 60.4%
watching (visual) e.g. Film/video I /8.3%
reading (text) e.g. books I ©4.3%

Figure 28: response to 'How do you usually take in information?'
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Overall, the most popular method of taking in content/information was through reading,
followed by watching.

However, when the relationship between the answ
age was considered, the nuance became slightly more complicated. The general shape of the
answers remains the same; deadingdis the most popular amongst all age groups, followed by
dvatchingd and dn-person interactiond However, for under 35s, 6 acial mediadécomes third, yet
for over 35s distening6takes that place. Both disteningéand dén-person interaction6are the most

popular in the 35i 44 age group.
mreading (text) e.g. books H [n-person interaction (networking)
Social media

R
S
BN 2
©
= [T}
]
o
=2 R
s ©
~ ~ |

18-24 years old 25-34 years old 35-44 years old 45-54 years old 55-64 years old 65+ years old

How old are you and How do you usually take in
content/information?

mwatching (visual) e.g. Film/video listening (aural) e.g. podcasts

95%
94%

45%
46%
49%

70%
50%
I  80%
48%
63%
41%
80%
41%
|
I  59%
31%
I, 7 8%
34%
I O/ %
I 0%
15%

I 5 1%
I 5/ %
54%
I S 1%
54%

Figure 29: relationship between survey respondents' age and how they usually take in content/information

Like the above question, when respondents were asked how they usually find
content/information, 6 nnted mediadwas the most popular answer.
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How do you usually find content/information?

Other mm 4.1%
People you trust m— 30.5%
Newspapers e 38.0%
Social media and networks S —————— 410.7%
Libraries m——— 43.1%
In-person environments or places within my... ———— 45.2%
Online articles or journals T EEE——————— 46 .4%
Formal news channels m——————————————————— 46 .9%
Websites maesssssssssssssssssssss—— 49 5%
Online news NEEEEEEEEEESS——————————— 51 2%
Printed media e.g. book(s) and magazine(s)  m—m—"————— /. 5 %

Figure 30: responses to the question 'How do you usually find content/information?'

Yet, when we compare this question to the ages of respondents, @rinted mediaddrops to third
place for under 35s after Gocial mediadand @nline articleso .
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How old are you and How do you usually find content/information?

65+ years old

Other

Websites

Social media and
networks

Online articles or
journals

Printed media e.g.
book(s) and
magazine(s)

People you trust

Online news

Newspapers

Libraries

In-person
environments or places
within my community

Formal news channels

55-64 years old m45-54 years old m35-44 years old =25-34 years old m18-24 years old

5%
2%
I 6%
Bl 4%
4%
1 1%

22 51%
2%
I 32%
I 19%
13%
I 9%
50%

Figure 31: relationship between survey respondents' age and how they usually access content
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Examining social media use further, YouTube stands out as the leading platform across all
ages at 68.7%, with Facebook at 56%, followed by Instagram (29%), LinkedIn (20.8%), Twitter
(20.3%), TikTok (5.8%) and Threads (3.2%). Although Facebook is popular amongst older
respondents, Instagram is the most popular for younger respondents.

How old are you and Which social media platforms would you prefer to
use to access content or information

65+ years old 55-64 years old m45-54 years old
m 35-44 years old = 25-34 years old m 18-24 years old

|
YouTube 8%

Threads 3%

; |
Twitter (X) 27%
36%

TikTok N 4%

: I 2O
LinkedIn 29%

ey —————— o

e b 0Ok o 507

Figure 32: relationship between survey respondents' age and which social media platforms they prefer

The following question asked respondents to consider a series of statements to understand
what role archaeological outputs should play.
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How important do you consider the following? Information about
archaeology should:

tell a story

teach me something new

represent people that share my... I T
involve lots of people I S m

inspire me to learn more I |

include images I |

connect me with people or places I ]
build my skillset I I

be very intellectual I

be presented in a way that | usually... I I
be online I D |

be memorable so that | can recall it at a... I |
be kept updated I |

be interactive I |

be free I I

be entertaining I ]

be easy to find NG .

be easy and simple to understand I B |

be brief

m Agree = Strongly agree mDisagree M Strongly disagree

Figure 33: responses to what survey respondents value in archaeological information and content

The most disagreed-with statements were that archaeological information should: de briefd
e very intellectual§ dnvolve lots of people§ and depresent people who share my
heritage/identityd The disagreement with the last statement should be considered in the
context that the vast majority of the respondents to this survey were White British, and this
answer may be different for those who come from backgrounds underrepresented in
archaeological research, engagement and communication.

The most agreed-with statements were that archaeology should: de kept updatedd dénclude
images@ énspire me to learn moreg and deach me something newo

Certain statements were more popular amongst different age groups. For example, under 35s
were more likely to agree that archaeological content should be dreeg dnteractived  adepmt
updatedd duild my skillset§ @onnect me with people or placesd and dnspire me to learn mored
Older generations were more likely to disagree that archaeology should be @resented in a
way that | usually experience informationd
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How much do you agree with the following?

Information or content about archaeology fits my
needs

| want to experience more content or information
about archaeology
| know how to find content or information about
archaeology that is not available online
| know how to find content or information about
archaeology online
| find there are barriers or issues when engaging
with archaeological content and information

| feel that content or information about archaeology
is targeted towards me

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

mAgree Strongly agree

Figure 34: survey respondents' experiences in accessing archaeological information

Answering the question around experiences in accessing archaeology, consumers mostly

mDisagree m Strongly disagree

agreed or strongly agreed that archaeological information 6 fedtt h e i r
how to find archaeol oHpweve,lopiniomias splihaverithe gueston!| i ne 6

about whether there were barriers when engaging with archaeological content (with 56%

annede dtshbe y

disagreeing/strongly disagreeing, versus 44% agreeing/strongly agreeing). Further division

can be found in the response as to whether they felt @ontent and information about
57% agreed/strongly agreed versus 45%

archaeology is targeted towards meod 1
disagreed/strongly disagreed.

Please select the barriers or access issues you have encountered when
experiencing content or information about archaeology.

Lack of Interest 5.6%
Other 8.2%
None 8.4%
Dis/abled / disabled access barriers 11

Digital hardware access barriers
Intellectual access barriers
Internet access barriers

Time

Financial barriers

Location/travel

1%
19.6%
22.6%
26.5%

Figure 35: barriers to accessing information about archaeology

45.2%
45.8%

59.6%

Examining potential barriers more closely, location/travel, financial and time were the most-

encountered access issues.
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