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PREFACE 
 

 

This text was originally written as part of a post-graduate research project at the University of York, and 
the original intention was to examine and explain how the archaeological post-excavation process used by 
British professional archaeology has changed over the last fifty years, and how those changes have then 
affected the archaeological reports and archaeological publications that have been produced and the 
accuracy of the archaeological information they contain.  It would then be possible to put these reports 
and publications into some form of chronological and developmental context as Ψhistorical documentsΩ so 
they can be used more efficiently and effectively by future academic researchers.  To achieve this I have 
spent the past few years conducting a series of anonymous interviews with various professional 
archaeologists who have completed specific archaeological post-excavation projects for different 
archaeological units, trusts or commercial organisation at different times during this period, and I have 
then used this information in an attempt to construct a coherent picture of how the archaeological post-
excavation process has changed over the years and how individual interpretative decisions have been 
made. 

 

This has proved to be particularly difficult due mainly to the wide range of personal experiences, and 
though I have been able to discern underlying trends and have managed to track the main changes which 
have occurred within the post-excavation process as a result of policy documents or new legislation there 
has at times been far more variation, particularly regional variation, than I had initially expected.  It has 
therefore always been my intention to eventually place the completed text on-line so that it could become 
the basis for a much wider ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩ ƻǊ Ψǿƛƪƛ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦŜƭƭƻǿ professional 
archaeologists could make additions or alterations that can then be edited and included within the text 
either as corrections or as direct quotations.  This would act not only as an on-line ΨǇŜŜǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿΩ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ, it 
would also establish a much wider basic consensus which would expresses the personal experiences of as 
many professional archaeologists as possible, thus producing both a more accurate Ψcausal historyΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
would describe and explain the development of archaeological post-excavation within British professional 
archaeology over the last fifty years, and a more ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ΨǳǎŜǊΩǎ ƎǳƛŘŜΩ ǘƻ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ 
archaeological publications for future academic researchers and historians. 

 

One of the other main points to emerge from this research project was that all of the resulting 
archaeological reports and archaeological publications are single one-off non-standard documents with 
similar basic structures but very different methodologies and standards of interpretation and are therefore 
of variable quality and validity.  These variations then make it very difficult to actually use these documents 
to produce consistent, reliable and comparable archaeological information from different archaeological 
projects within the same general area, and though this may not create an immediately obvious problem 
when simply referencing self contained research excavations or isolated rural excavations, it does create 
considerable problems within urban areas where there are multiple related sites in close physical proximity 
and complex urban stratigraphy which has to be accounted for and explained.  I therefore hope that this 
text would also act as a basic introduction to a much wider and more fundamental discussion of both the 
purpose and the objective of professional archaeological excavation, and whether we as professional 
archaeologists should stop producing archaeological reports and archaeological publication, each of which 
will ultimately depend upon the specific circumstances in which they were completed and the personal 
views and opinions of a specific individual at a specific time, and should instead be using a standard 
methodology and a structured form of archaeological interpretation to produce standard GIS based 
archaeological databases which would contain accurate, reliable and comparable archaeological 
information that can then be used to produce higher level interpretations.  A radical idea I know, but it is 
going to happen at some point, so why not now. 

 

Swansea  2016               Dafydd Davies 
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NOTE 

 

 

All interviews were anonymous and are stored as MP3 recordings and transcripts within the research 
archive. 

All interviews have been referenced within the text by using the interview number and either a page 
number for the transcripts, for example (Participant Interview 05: 55 - 61), or a timing number in minutes 
and seconds for the recordings, for example (Participant Interview 14: 16.00). 

As part of the reflexive research process I also recorded my own views, opinions and experiences, and 
these are referenced in the text as (Participant Interview 19: 00.00). 

All personal communications quoted within the text were taken from emails. 

 

Capital letters have been used throughout the text to identify specific types of archaeological 
documentation, specific archaeological reports and publications, and specific job titles. 

The term Ψprofessional archaeologistΩ has been used throughout the text to cover all archaeologists who 
could not be described as either Ψŀcademic archaeologistΩ (engaged primarily in academic archaeological 
research and teaching) and Ψŀmateur archaeologistsΩ (engaged in unpaid archaeological research out of 
purely personal interest).  Although professional archaeologists may work alongside both academic 
archaeologists and amateur archaeologists on the same project, and they may also occasionally function as 
either academic archaeologists or as amateur archaeologists they usually approach the process of 
archaeological excavation from a different perspective and they usually have different primary aims and 
objectives (see also  Bradley 2006: 1).  Whether archaeological consultants are primarily archaeologists or 
primarily consultants will depend upon the individual archaeological consultant. 

¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ Ψcommercial archaeologyΩ has been used throughout the text to refer to the competitive 
commercial activity of undertaking archaeological projects for financial profit (which started following the 
wide scale introduction of competitive tendering in the early 1990's).  Other texts may refer to this 
commercial activity as ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ΨŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΩ ƻǊ ΨŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΩ.  No distinction has been 
ƳŀŘŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŎǳǊŀǘƻǊƛŀƭ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΩ ŀǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ Ƨƻō ǘƛǘƭŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǳǎŜŘ 
throughout. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

 

 

Ψ¢ƻ ōŜƎƛƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎΦΩ 

(Dylan Thomas,  UNDER MILK WOOD) 

 

 

The origins of this project can be traced back to 2006.  At the time I had just resigned from the 
Norfolk Archaeological Unit to spend the summer excavating a temple in the Roman town of 
Butrint, in Albania, and upon my return I had arranged to work as a freelance post-excavation 
specialist completing old post-excavation projects for what had by then become NAU 
Archaeology, a subsidiary of a property services company called NPS.  The first project I had to 
deal with was a large site named Lacons Brewery to the west of FuƭƭŜǊΩǎ Iƛƭƭ ƛƴ DǊŜŀǘ ¸ŀǊƳƻǳǘƘ 
which had originally been excavated by the NAU as a series of nine separate pre and post 
demolition trenches in March and June 1997 as part of a planning constraint for the construction 
of an Aldi Supermarket. 

 

Unfortunately, this particular post-excavation project had had a long and complicated history.  
The original Project Officer had completed the initial part of the post-excavation soon after the 
excavation had finished, but he had then left the NAU for another job before completing the final 
Publication Report.  Then in 2001 the post-excavation was handed on to another Project Officer 
who completed a first draft of the Publication Report before also leaving the NAU for another 
job, this time as an archaeological consultant, so by the beginning of 2003 the final Publication 
Report was very close to completion but still required some editing and a number of Specialist 
Finds Reports were still missing. 

 

This particular archaeological project was due to be published in the local archaeology journal, 
Norfolk Archaeology, however, while the post-excavation was waiting for someone else to 
complete it Norfolk Archaeology changed their publication policy.  This involved moving towards 
ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ΨǎȅƴǘƘŜǘƛŎΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ 
ΨǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƻǾƛde an interpretative account of the development of a site or landscape with 
reference to detailed information where necessary, rather than reports which offer detailed 
ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǊŀǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ό¢Φ !ǎƘǿƛƴΣ pers. comm., 2006  (former editor of Norfolk Archaeology)).  
This would appear to be a higher level interpretation which would include more external sources 
of information, and which would produce a wider ranging more speculative article, rather than 
the standard descriptive archaeological report which was intended to disseminate archaeological 
information.  So even if the Lacons Brewery Publication Report had been completed it could no 
longer be published in its current form, and to add to the problems most of the money set aside 
for the post-excavation work had already been used up. 
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This was the situation when I was asked to look at the project in the autumn of 2006.  I first 
started by attempting to use the existing Publication Report as the basis for a more general 
Synthesis Report, however, upon closer examination I soon found that the earlier Publication 
Report ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŀ Ψtop downΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǎƻ 
although it provided an interesting site narrative much of the middle and later part of that 
narrative was not supported by the archaeological records contained within the Site Archive.  
There were also problems with much of the dating which appeared to have used the dates of 
manufacture from the pottery report and then adjusted these to fit in with the existing site 
narrative, and one of the trenches had been wrongly located on a 19th century map during the 
early part of the excavation and this had then effected both the recording and the later 
interpretation of that part of the site.  I therefore decided to abandon the earlier Publication 
Report and instead rely upon the information contained within the Site Archive, which although it 
needed checking was in a far better state. 

 

While researching the history and development of Great Yarmouth I had also read an 
archaeological report entitled 9ȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ CǳƭƭŜǊΩǎ IƛƭƭΣ DǊŜŀǘ ¸ŀǊƳƻǳǘƘ which had been 
written by Andrew Rogerson and published in East Anglian Archaeology (No. 2) in 1976.  This 
report described the archaeological excavation which had occurred in 1974 in one main 
east/west trench and two smaller trenches on the Falcons Brewery site which covered the top 
ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ ǎƭƻǇŜ ƻŦ CǳƭƭŜǊΩǎ IƛƭƭΣ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ŝŀǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ [ŀŎƻƴǎ .ǊŜǿŜǊȅ ǎƛǘŜ 
on the other side of George Street, which was one of the earliest north/south roads in Great 
Yarmouth.  These two excavations were therefore separated by George Street, but covered the 
ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ŀǊŜŀ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿŜǎǘ ƻŦ CǳƭƭŜǊΩǎ IƛƭƭΣ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛƴ DǊŜŀǘ ¸ŀǊƳƻǳǘƘ ǊƛƎƘǘ Řƻǿƴ ǘƻ 
the shoreline of the River Bure on the western side of the town, a total east/west distance of 
about 200m to 250m.  These two sites were not only the two largest archaeological excavation to 
have taken place in Great Yarmouth, they also seemed to be stratigraphically and chronologically 
linked, so for example it appeared that during the Anglo-Norman Period people were living on 
the western side of the Falcons Brewery site fronting onto George Street, but were dumping their 
rubbish downhill on the other side of the road in the sand dunes on the eastern side of the 
Lacons Brewery site, and when the Falcons Brewery site finished due to modern truncation 
(around 1220 AD), building work was just starting to take place on the lower Lacons Brewery site 
(around 1250 AD).  So as these archaeological excavations were so closely related and their 
archaeology seemed to complement each other so neatly, the obvious solution seemed to be to 
merge these two sites and produce a single Synthesis Report which covered the general area 
ǿŜǎǘ ƻŦ CǳƭƭŜǊΩǎ Iill down as far as the foreshore. 

 

I therefore took the opportunity presented by having to produce a Synthesis Report to adopt a 
different approach and attempt to write a different type of archaeological report, one which was 
not restricted to the area of excavation and the dissemination of disconnected bits of specific 
archaeological information, but one which used all of the available archaeological and historical 
information, including documentary evidence and early map evidence, in an attempt to fill in the 
gaps and reconstruct the contemporary physical environment ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ŀǊŜŀ ǿŜǎǘ ƻŦ CǳƭƭŜǊΩǎ 
Hill down as far as the foreshore, and then place that local historical development within the 
wider historical and social context of the town.  This type of Synthesis Report would therefore be 
far more speculative, but it would also act as both a summation of the current archaeological and 
historical knowledge, and as a point of reference and a working hypothesis against which future 
research and excavation could then be tested.  So having produced a basic proposal and got it 
approved by NAU Archaeology, the local Archaeological Monitors and the editor of Norfolk 
Archaeology I started writing the report. 
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As always, this turned out to be far more difficult than I had first thought.  The first problem I 
encountered was establishing the right level of description, this had to be detailed enough so 
that the reader could imagine the archaeological evidence that was being described, but not so 
detailed that it became a list of archaeological deposits.  I also had to establish an appropriate 
level of interpretation, somewhere between very basic low level interpretation and higher level 
interpretation which could easily become sweeping generalisation, over simplification or mere 
speculation, however, to a certain extent both of these problems were decided, not by the 
amount or complexity of archaeology evidence, but by the word length of the report, which after 
some negotiations was set at approximately 20,000 words. 

 

The next problem was coming up with some form of methodology for extracting comparable 
archaeological information from the existing reports, and then coordinating the archaeological 
information from the various sites and trenches within a chronological framework to reconstruct 
the contemporary physical environment across the entire area.  This could only be done through 
dating the archaeological deposits in each trench based upon broad chronological periods and 
then checking that dating by comparing the composition and the OD heights of contemporary 
deposits in neighbouring trenches.  This chronological framework could then be used to link 
archaeological evidence with the available documentary evidence and the early map evidence, 
and I spent considerable time and effort compiling a complete and coherent picture of the area 
which included all of the available archaeological and historical evidence from what was in effect 
twelve separate and widely dispersed excavations. 

 

The final Synthesis Report was finished in the spring of 2007 at about 26,000 words, and was 
entitled Building Houses on Shifting Sand.  It was then handed over to all relevant parties for 
inspection, but despite all the previous discussions and agreements it was rejected by the local 
Archaeological Monitors ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƻƻ ΨǎȅƴǘƘŜǘƛŎΩ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ 
description, and it was also rejected by the editor of Norfolk Archaeology because it was not 
ΨǎȅƴǘƘŜǘƛŎΩ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŦŀǊ ǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀs being a bit too 
long. 

 

So having given the matter some further consideration I decided to split the existing report into 
two separate sections, with the first part describing the archaeological evidence in stratigraphic 
sequence by trench, and then a separate interpretative section which would cover the entire 
area done as a Synthesis Report by historic period.  The local Archaeological Monitors would then 
receive the full report, both description and interpretation, and Norfolk Archaeology would 
receive just the Synthesis Report for possible publication. 

 

To produce this new form of report I had to first extract comparable archaeological information 
from both the Falcons Brewery report and the Lacons Brewery documentation and then 
reconstruct or recreate individual Phase Groups based upon the composition of the 
archaeological deposits, and each of these Phase Groups was given an interpretative heading and 
top OD heights, but still kept the original coding or context numbers, so it would be relatively 
easy for the reader to consult the more detailed descriptions contained within the original 
documentation.  I then used these Phase Groups to construct individual Phase Matrixes for each 
trench, and then used these as the basis for the individual trench descriptions in the descriptive 
section of the report.  This descriptive section also contained all the previously unpublished 
Specialist Finds Reports, thus meeting one of the local Archaeological Monitors specific 
requirements. 
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To link these separate trenches I then constructed an Area/Date Table which used the 
chronological framework as its vertical axis and had the various Phase Matrixes laid out along the 
horizontal axis in an order which roughly represented their physical location on site.  It was then 
possible to visualise all of the archaeological evidence and produce an archaeological 
interpretation of the entire area by reconstructing a sequence of events in both relative time and 
absolute time.  This relied upon linking the separate trenches by dating various archaeological 
deposits, however, it was difficult to know how much confidence could be placed in that dating, 
so the Area/Date Table also acted as a means of checking the archaeological interpretation by 
making it possible to compare both the composition and the OD heights of the contemporary 
ground surfaces in neighbouring trenches at any particular point in relative time, thus producing 
an easily accessible visual guide to the entire interpretation.  Having constructed a dated 
archaeological interpretation it was then possible to incorporate or integrate the additional 
documentary evidence and early map evidence at the appropriate points within the 
chronological framework, including using data from a number of bore hole surveys to estimate 
the OD height and development of the foreshore to the west of the Lacons Brewery site at 
various point in absolute times. 

 

Having already described all the archaeological evidence it was then possible to use the 
Area/Date Table to produce a shorter more speculative Synthesis Report which presented the 
archaeological interpretation, not as a sequence of archaeological deposits, but as a constantly 
changing physical environment.  Finally, I included a Post Script which compared the two 
archaeological excavations and the two forms of documentation, and give a very brief 
explanation of how archaeology had changed (not necessarily for the better) over the intervening 
years.  This second report was also entitled Building Houses on Shifting Sand and a first draft was 
finally finished in the autumn of 2007, with the entire report at about 62,000 words and the cut 
down Synthesis Report at about 21,000 words. 

 

This approach appeared to offer a number of distinct advantages.  When archaeological deposits 
from small trial trenches are viewed in isolation they cease to have any significant meaning and 
remain just a collection or sequence of isolated archaeological features, however, by stepping 
back and viewing all of the available archaeological evidence from within a wider geographical 
area along with additional documentary evidence and map evidence it is possible to gain a sense 
of perspective, and it then becomes possible to consider the contemporary physical environment 
as a whole and see how roads, paths and physical boundaries became establishment and how 
individual properties and structures changed and developed over time.  This form of multiple site 
interpretation would therefore make the most effective use of both the archaeological 
information from small isolated trial trŜƴŎƘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ψgrey literatureΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ōȅ 
current commercial archaeology as part of the planning process, as well as offering an 
opportunity to review and re-assess all of the existing archaeological information from the 
previous archaeological projects within a specific area in the light of more recent evidence and 
additional information.  It also offered an opportunity to digitise some of the existing 
archaeological documentation, so for example it was possible to scan the slides from both 
excavations and incorporate them into the report, with working shots used to show the working 
conditions in the descriptive section of the report, and the more formal archaeological record 
shots used as illustrations in the interpretative section, thus lessening the need for additional 
description. 
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As part of the Synthesis Report I had also produced a very speculative developmental model 
which attempted to explain how occasional occupation in the windswept sand dunes of the 
Yarmouth sand spit could have developed first into temporary seasonal settlement and then 
permanent settlement in the space of about 120 years during the late Anglo-Saxon period, and 
the economic infrastructure that would have been necessary to support and maintain such a 
settlement.  In an attempt to head off possible criticism of this speculative model I contacted 
Professor Richard Hodges who I had worked with in Albania and who at the time was a Professor 
at the University of East Anglia, but who more importantly was also the author of Dark Age 
Economics: The Origins of Towns and Trade AD 600 - 1000 to ask his opinion upon the accuracy 
and validity of both the developmental model and the report.  He replied that the model was fine 
and that I should look at contemporary sand dune settlements along the Dutch coast for similar 
examples, and he also suggested that I should consider doing a PhD on this form of 
Ψarchaeological microhistoryΩ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǿƛŘŜǊ ƳŀŎǊƻ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ  {ƻ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǎƻƳŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ 
consideration I contacted Steve Roskams at the University of York with a proposal for a possible 
PhD. 

 

However, before I could put forward a specific solution I had to describe the current problem, 
and I had to explain how the post-excavation process had developed within professional 
archaeology and how the archaeological reports and Archaeological Publications had changed 
over the last fifty years. 

 

 

 

 

ό¢ƘŜ ΨBuilding Houses on Shifting SandΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƴŜǾŜǊ ŘƛŘ ƎŜǘ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘΦ  !ŦǘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ first 
draft NAU Archaeology contacted Aldi Supermarkets to ask for the final post-excavation 
payment, however, Aldi pointed out that the building had been constructed in 1997 and that it 
was now 2007 and they were thinking of selling the site, so if NAU Archaeology wished to pursue 
the matter any further they should take it up with the new owners.  NAU Archaeology were not 
prepared to invest any funds in the completion of the project, so as far as I am aware the draft 
report has simply been added to the rest of the documentation, and is now sitting on a shelf 
somewhere in Norfolk.) 
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THE INITIAL AIMS AND OBJECTIVES 

 

The initial aims of the research were therefore to examine and explain: 

 

1 The development of individual recording techniques and archaeological excavation 
procedures within professional archaeology in Britain over the last fifty years. 

2 The development of individual interpretative techniques and archaeological post-
excavation procedures within professional archaeology in Britain over the last fifty years. 

3 How these excavation and post-excavation procedures have been affected by both 
changes in planning legislation and the various archaeological policy documents 
produced during this period. 

4 How these excavation and post-excavation procedures have been affected by changing 
time and money constraints during this period. 

5 How all of these developments and changes have then affected the archaeological 
reports and Archaeological Publications produced during this period. 

 

 

The initial objectives of the research were to produce: 

 

1 An oral history archive which would record the developments and changes within the 
post-excavation process, based upon detailed discussions of individual archaeological 
projects. 

2 A comprehensive Ψcausal historyΩ which would describe and explain how the post-
excavation process has developed within professional archaeology in Britain over the last 
fifty years, and how the archaeological reports and Archaeological Publications produced 
by this post-excavation process have also changed during this period, and so place those 
reports and publications within both their developmental context and their wider 
historical setting. 

3 A basic ΨǳǎŜǊΩǎ ƎǳƛŘŜΩ ǘƻ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ Archaeological Publications for future 
generations of researchers and historians. 
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THE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

Although the policy documents and many of the final archaeological reports and Archaeological 
Publications are readily available, it is not always possible to establish either the individual 
interpretative techniques or the overall methodology that was actually used by professional 
archaeologists to produce these documents, or the limits or constraints within which those 
archaeologists had to work.  It was therefore decided to generate additional information by using 
a modified form of Grounded Theory (Glaser and Strauss 1967;  Willig 2001;  Charmaz 2006;  
Charmaz and Mitchell 2007;  Morse 2009;  Bryant and Charmaz 2010) to undertake a series of 
recorded interviews with a number of professional archaeologists who had worked on post-
excavation projects for different archaeological units or archaeological organisations at different 
times over this period. 

 

Grounded Theory was first developed by the American sociologists Barney Glaser and Anselm 
{ǘǊŀǳǎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ мфслΩǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ǳǎŜŘ to care for 
terminally ill patients in hospitals in San Francisco, and was then published as a methodology in 
The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative Research in 1967. 

 

Put simply Grounded Theory is a qualitative research methodology which uses a set of flexible 
guidelines to collect and analyse qualitative data, and develop interpretative theory from the 
data, rather than applying pre-conceived interpretative theory to the data (Charmaz 2006: 2).  
Within Grounded Theory methodology there is simultaneous data collection and analysis within a 
ǎƛƴƎƭŜ Ψanalytical cycleΩΣ ǎƻ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ 
ǎǘŀǊǘ ǘƻ ΨemergeΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ ǘƘŜƴ ǎǘŀǊǘ ǘƻ ƎǳƛŘŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ 
with the researcher looking for additional data which may develop, refine or possibly disprove 
ǘƘŜ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ όǘŜǊƳŜŘ ΨǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǎŀƳǇƭƛƴƎΩύΦ  ²ƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ 
Ψanalytical cycleΩ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŀ ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ƻŦ Ψconstant comparative analysisΩΣ ǎƻ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ 
data is constantly re-viewed, revised and re-considered depending upon the emerging 
ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎΣ ǘƘǳǎ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ΨgroundedΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
data, as well as providing the flexibility to allow the research to move in unexpected directions.  
¢ƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ Ψanalytical cycleΩ ǘƘŜƴ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǳƴǘƛƭ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǊŜŦƛƴŜǎ 
the emerging interpretative theories, at which point the analysis is probably complete (termed 
ΨǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴΩύΦ  {ƻ ƴŜǿ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ ΨemergeΩ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ 
ΨgroundedΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ Řŀǘŀ όΨōƻǘǘƻƳ ǳǇΩ interpretation), rather than letting the data be dominated 
by or bent to fit pre-existing or established interpretative theories (ΨǘƻǇ ŘƻǿƴΩ interpretation) 
(Willig 2001;  Charmaz 2006;  Morse 2009). 

 

Grounded Theory ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ Ψǘƻ ƻǇŜƴ ǳǇ ŀ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
ƴŜǿΣ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎΩ ό²ƛƭƭƛƎ нллмΥ онύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ reversed the standard research 
procedure and the established institutional orthodoxy which was in use at the time. 
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Ψ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфслǎ ǿŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ 
researchers drew out hypotheses from the works of the grand old men of social theory, and then 
sought to test those hypotheses in social settings.  Glaser and Strauss gave researchers a way out 
of this model by offering a clear rationale for doing fieldwork without having recourse to the 
ƎǊŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƻǊƛǎǘǎΦΩ 

(Bryant and Charmaz 2010: 46) 

 

This particular theoretical approach was initially used in health service research as a general 
method of systematic data analysis which could be adapted to various forms of social research, 
and proved to be particularly popular with sociologists and clinical psychologists who required a 
high burden of proof and a more structured methodology to support interpretative theories 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ǳǇƻƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƭƛǾŜǎΦ  aƻǎǘ ŀƴǘƘǊƻǇƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ 
Grounded Theory too mechanical (Davies 2008: 236;  Hammersley and Atkinson 2007: 166 - 168;  
Charmaz and Mitchell 2007: 171) and preferred to rely upon less structured forms of reflexive 
ethnography and their own personal insight (see  Tierney 2001), but despite these reservations 
Grounded Theory became firmly established as a basis for qualitative research. 

 

ΨCƻǊ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ D¢a ώDǊƻǳƴŘŜŘ ¢ƘŜƻǊȅ aŜǘƘƻŘϐ ǎǘŜŀŘƛƭȅ ƎŀƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƛǘȅΣ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ  
the social sciences and eventually well beyond, moving out into any discipline where research 
involved contact with human subjects in specific situations.  By the late 1990s, surveys indicated 
that among published papers reporting on qualitative research, two out of every three claimed to 
be using GMT (Titscher et al. 2000).Ω 

(Bryant and Charmaz 2010: 47) 

 

Since its initial formulation in 1967 Grounded Theory has developed in a number of directions, 
and many different versions or variations of Grounded Theory now exist (Morse 2009: 17).  The 
most recent and probably the most significant (Willig 2001: 7) of these is Social Constructionist 
Grounded Theory (also referred to as Social Constructivist Grounded Theory) (Charmaz 2006;  
Charmaz 2009: 127 - 147), which responds to the criticism that Grounded Theory is too 
ΨǇƻǎƛǘƛǾƛǎǘΩ ōy recognising the active role of the researcher within the research process.  Social 
Constructionist Grounded Theory therefore recognises that interpretative theories do not 
ΨemergeΩ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀΣ ōǳǘ ŀǊŜ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ΨconstructedΩ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎts with the 
ŘŀǘŀΣ ǎƻ ōȅ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊ Ƴŀȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ ΨconstructΩ ŀ 
different set of interpretative theories.  Social Constructionist Grounded Theory attempts to 
address this issue by acknowledging the position of the researcher within the research and 
incorporating reflexivity into Grounded Theory.  (The general term Grounded Theory is used to 
refer to this form of Social Constructionist Grounded Theory throughout the rest of this text 
unless otherwise stated.) 

 

This particular form of Grounded Theory (Social Constructionist Grounded Theory) was chosen as 
the research methodology because it provided a systematic method of data analysis which would 
generate new knowledge and new understanding from the personal experiences of individual 
ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎ όǿƘŀǘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŀƴǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭΩύΣ ŀƴŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ 
provided a flexible method of data collection which would allow the researcher (myself) to follow 
leads and develop interpretative theories which focus upon context, process and change (which is 
what Grounded Theory was originally intended to do (Charmaz 2006;  Willig 2001: 46 - 48)). 
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This fitted the specific research aims, which were to describe and explain the general 
circumstances surrounding archaeological projects and the time and money limits within which 
the archaeologists had to work (context), the structure of the post-excavation process and the 
actual methodology and the interpretative techniques that were used to produce the 
archaeological reports and Archaeological Publications (process), and the effect that changing 
circumstances and attitudes had upon the post-excavation process over time (change), and so 
ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ōƻǘƘ ŀ Ψcausal historyΩ ŀƴŘ ŀ Ψcausal explanationΩ όƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ Ψwhat happenedΩ ōǳǘ Ψwhy did 
it happenΩύΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘƛǎΣ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǎƭƛƎƘǘ ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
standard research process. 

 

The standard form of Grounded Theory as set out by Glaser and Strauss recommended that a full 
literature review should only take place during the later part of the research process to ensure 
that the researchers conclusions were drawn from the data and not from the opinions of other 
academics (Charmaz 2006: 165 - мсуύΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ Ψcausal historyΩ ƛǘ 
was decided to use the main policy documents to establish a basic chronological context during 
the early stage of the research process (see  Figure 2), as this would provide a chronological 
framework (basic information on what happened when and where) within which the interviews 
could then take place. 

 

Once the basic chronological framework had been established, it would then be possible to 
ǇǊƻŎŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǊƳŀƭ Ψanalytical cycleΩΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ ōƻǘƘ ǎƛƳǳƭǘŀƴŜƻǳǎ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ 
and analysis, with the researcher (myself) looking for additional data which may develop, refine 
ƻǊ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ ŘƛǎǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ όǘŜǊƳŜŘ ΨǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǎŀƳǇƭƛƴƎΩύΣ ŀƴŘ 
Ψconstant comparative analysisΩ ǎƻ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ draft text would be constantly re-viewed, revised 
and re-written to identify where problems or gaps may have occurred and to refine the direction 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ōŀǎƛŎ Ψanalytical cycleΩ 
would then continue until the inclusion of additional data (additional interviews) no longer 
refined or affected the draft text, at which point the analysis has probably been completed 
όǘŜǊƳŜŘ ΨǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴΩύΦ 

 

To ensure that these changes did not compromise the basic principles of Grounded Theory it 
would also be necessary to incorporate reflexivity into the research process.  The term reflexivity 
refers to the act of critical self-reflection, where the researcher (myself) becomes self-aware, 
realises that they actively contribute to and cannot remain separate from the research process, 
and recognises that their own personal opinions and the methods of analysis that they use will 
both have a significant effect upon the final outcome of the research, so there are two basic 
forms of reflexivity, personal reflexivity and epistemological reflexivity (Willig 2001: 10). 

 

Personal reflexivity requires the researcher to first become self-aware (to acknowledge that they 
are an integral part of the research process, and that they are not independent or detached from 
the act of observing), and then become self-critical (to realise that they start with expectations 
based upon personal values, beliefs, interests and experiences, and that this will then influence 
both the observations made and the interpretation of those observations) (Willig 2001: 10).  If 
the researcher can stand back, reflect, and assess how their own personal views, opinions and 
behaviour, as well as their social and cultural background may shape the research, then it may to 
some extŜƴǘ ƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ research process (Willig 2001: 
10). 
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Epistemological reflexivity requires the researcher to be equally aware and equally critical of the 
actual process of research, and reflect upon the way knowledge is formed, how the research 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ƻŦ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǳǎŜŘ όǘŜǊƳŜŘ ΨŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎΩύ 
may also shape the research (Willig 2001: 10).  To maintain this critical research perspective the 
researcher should fully document both the research process ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨconstructionΩ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ 
interpretative theories, as well as clearly indicating the data used or referred too (Willig 2001: 
10). 

 

If both background information on the researcher (myself and the earlier part of this 
Introduction) and detailed information on the research process (this section and the rest of the 
Introduction) are then included within the final report any future reader should be able to assess 
how and to what extent personal opinions, assumptions and a particular research process may 
have influenced the final text. 

 

!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŎƘŀƴƎŜŀōƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ΨƳŜǘƘƻŘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅΩ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ 
aspects of qualitative research. 

 

Ψ{ƛƭǾŜǊƳŀƴ όмффоΥ мύ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅΩ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ Ψŀ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ approach to studying 
ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘƻǇƛŎǎΩΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ΨƳŜǘƘƻŘΩ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ Ψŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜΩΦ  ό! ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ 
Ŏŀƴ ǘƘŜƴ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ƻŦ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ƻŦ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΦύΩ 

(Willig 2001: 8) 
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METHOD OF DATA COLLECTION 

Although there are various possible methods of qualitative data collection (participant 
observation, focus groups, diaries or contemporary field note (Willig 2001: 21 - 30)) the only 
possible method of generating additional data on both the individual interpretative techniques 
and the overall methodology actually used by professional archaeologists over the last fifty years 
is through a series of recorded interviews with the archaeologists who actually completed post-
excavation projects at the time.  This would allow the archaeologists to explain the circumstances 
in which they had to work, the specific procedures they followed and the decisions they 
eventually made, information that was not recorded or documented at the time. 

 

The choice of participants therefore becomes important, as different archaeologists would have 
had different experiences and made different decisions at different times, so it is initially 
intended to interview a representative sample of archaeologists who worked on post-excavation 
projects for different archaeological units or different archaeological organisations at different 
times.  As the research develops it would then be possible to identify either specific gaps in the 
representative sample or particular lines of research, and it may then be possible to identify and 
interview specific archaeologists who may be able to provide specific information. 

 

The success of these interviews would depend upon getting the participants to talk freely and 
openly about their experiences, or to parapƘǊŀǎŜ DƭŀǎŜǊ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ Ψwhat 
did happenΩΣ ƴƻǘ Ψwhat should, could or ought to have happenedΩ όDƭŀǎŜǊ мфффΥ уплΣ  ŎƛǘŜŘ ƛƴ 
Willig 2001: 47).  To do this it will be necessary for the researcher to establish a sympathetic and 
understanding rapport with the participants based upon mutual trust, and so prevent the 
participants from feeling judged or interrogated.  As part of this process it will be necessary to 
ensure that the interviews are conducted under strict conditions of anonymity and 
confidentiality.  This anonymity will be maintained by using a coded Participant Form which 
would replace both the name of the participant and the archaeological unit or archaeological 
organisation they worked for with alphanumeric codes with the original information held on a 
separate confidential Key Form, and in some cases it may be necessary to give single participants 
two separate interview numbers to obscure their work history.  If information from an interview 
is then directly quoted within the draft text either the participants interview number or where 
necessary the name of the archaeological unit or archaeological organisation will be used for 
referencing, but never both.  The vast majority of the post-excavation projects undertaken by 
professional archaeologists would also have been completed within strict limits, limits of time 
and limits of money, and usually the archaeologists who completed these post-excavation 
projects had no control over what those limits were.  In an attempt to encourage the participants 
to talk openly about their experiences it may therefore be best to clearly establish at the start of 
each stage of the interview what the time and money limits were and the circumstances under 
which the participants had to work, and so clearly indicate that the decisions that the participants 
made were frequently the result of necessity and not free choice, and that the participants may 
have made different decisions in different circumstances. 

 

The success of these interviews would also depend upon allowing the participants to talk freely 
and openly about their experiences.  The interviews should therefore be semi-structured open-
ended conversations with only a basic Interview Agenda consisting of a relatively small number of 
general headings or discussion points which are intended to both steer the interview and 
encourage the participant to describe their experiences, either as general trends or by using 
certain post-excavation projects as specific examples.  This will require both sensitivity on the 
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part of the researcher and a careful balance between maintaining an element of control and 
direction over the interview to ensure that the research questions are discussed, and allowing 
the participants the space to re-define the research questions under discussion, and so present 
the researcher with both a different perspective and views, ideas or insights that the researcher 
may not have previously considered (Willig 2001: 21 - 23).  The researcher should also allow the 
participants the space to establish and define the terminology used during the interviews and 
only add standard equivalent terms during transcription, as the specific terminology used may 
indicate the origins of the ideas or concepts that the participants are attempting to describe 
όΨŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎΩύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǇƻƴ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΣ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ŀƴŘ 
open narrative rather than imposing conformity and consistency (Willig 2001;  Charmaz 2006). 

 

So following the initial research process and the completion of a basic chronological framework it 
was then possible to identify a number of initial research questions which could be used as topics 
or focal points during the interviews.  These initial research questions centred around five main 
points: 

 

 

1 THE CONTEXT 

The circumstances surrounding post-excavation projects, and the time and money limits within which the 
participants had to work, how they changed over time, and why. 

 

2 THE PROCESS 

The structure of the post-excavation process, and the actual methodology and the interpretative 
techniques that the participants used during post-excavation projects, and what sort of compromises they 
had to make. 

 

3 THE DOCUMENTATION 

The form, structure and standard of the various reports and management documents produced by the 
participants during post-excavation projects, and the effect that these have had upon the archaeological 
reports and Archaeological Publications that were finally produced, possibly followed by consulting the 
actual reports and publications that are being referred too. 

 

4 THE POLICY DOCUMENTS 

The effect and the influence of the various policy documents upon post-excavation projects at various 
times. 

 

5 CHANGE AND THE REASONS FOR CHANGE 

The evidence of both short-term and long-term change and transition, and the possible reasons why. 

 

 

From these initial research questions and the basic chronological framework it was then possible 
to produce an initial Interview Agenda. 
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1 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Part of this project is an attempt to establish how archaeological reports and Archaeological Publications 
have been produced by professional archaeology over the last fifty years, and so put these documents into 
a wider analytical context. 

 

Although the policy documents and many of the original reports and publications are readily available, 
there is very little reliable information on how these documents were actually produced, and it is not 
always possible to establish either the overall methodology or the individual interpretative techniques 
used by archaeologists during post-excavation projects, or the time and money limits within which those 
archaeologists had to work. 

 

The objective of this series of semi-structured interviews is therefore to generate additional information by 
establishing: 

 

1 What the time and money limits were, how they changed over time, and why. 

2 What methodology and interpretative techniques were used, and what sort of compromises had 
to be made. 

3 How this affected the archaeological reports and Archaeological Publications that were finally 
produced. 

 

 

 

 

2 BASIC QUESTIONS BY PERIOD 

(Establish how the post-excavation projects were actually done, by Period, using the following points as a 
guide, and discuss either specific Archaeological Projects as examples or more general trends depending 
upon what the participants feels more comfortable with.) 

 

 

EXCAVATION PROCESS 

¶ How were the archaeological excavations projects organised at this time? 

¶ What resources were available?    (Time / Money / Staffing) 

¶ What methodology was used?    (Basic Description) 

¶ What sort of archaeological records were being produced? 

 

THE INTERVIEW AGENDA 
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POST-EXCAVATION PROCESS 

¶ How were the archaeological post-excavation projects organised and structured at the time? 

¶ Which post-excavation projects did you undertake? 

¶ What resources were available?    (Time / Money / Staffing) 

¶ What methodology was used?    (Basic Description and Process) 

 

 

1    CHECKING THE RECORDS AND PRODUCING A POSSIBLE INTERPRETATION. 

¶ Were the archaeological records, Plans and Sections checked? 

¶ Did you have time to produce an ordered, indexed and internally consistent Site Archive? 

¶ Was a Stratigraphic Matrix or Phase Matrix produced? 

 

 

2    IDENTIFYING THE FINDS AND PRODUCING FINDS REPORTS. 

¶ What number and type of Finds Reports were produced? 

¶ What size and level of detail did the Finds Reports contain? 

¶ Did this structure assist the interpretation process? 

 

 

3    INTEGRATING THE FINDS REPORTS WITH THE POSSIBLE INTERPRETATION. 

¶ What dating methodology was use? 

¶ How were the dates integrated into the possible interpretation? 

¶ Was a Period Matrix used? 

 

 

4    THE COMPLETION OF A FINAL REPORT OR PUBLICATION. 

¶ Did the post-excavation project ever produce an archaeological report? 

¶ What sort of structure did it have? 

¶ What size was the report, and what level of detail or interpretation did it contain? 

 

¶ Did the final report ever get published and where? 

¶ Was the final report or publication ever used in any town level interpretations? 

¶ Is the Site Archive still available and where? 
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PROBLEMS WITH THIS PROCESS 

¶ Was this process typical of the archaeological unit or archaeological organisation at the time? 

¶ Were there sufficient time and money resources available, and if not, where were saving and 
shortcuts made? 

¶ Did this general process create any wider problems or difficulties? 

 

 

THE POLICY DOCUMENTS 

¶ What influence did the next policy documents have? 

¶ Did this policy document have any direct or indirect effect / reaction? 

¶ When did any noticeable change occur and why? 

 

 

(Repeat interview by Period.) 

 

 

 

 

3 FOLLOW UP QUESTIONS 

(Conclude with any follow up questions based on points raised during the interview, and any comments or 
advice that the participants wish to add.  Then ask if there is anyone else I should talk to.) 
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INTERVIEW  

DURATION  

INTERVIEW  

DATE 

PERIOD SPENT COMPLETING POST-EXCAVATION PROJECTS  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PARTICIPANT  

INTERVIEW  

NUMBER 

PARTICIP ANT 

EMPLOYED  

BY Early 1970ôs 

to 

Mid 1970ôs 

P 01 

Late 1970ôs 

to 

Early 1980ôs 

Mid 1980ôs 

to 

Late 1980ôs 

The 1990ôs The 2000ôs 

ORG 01 

P 02 ORG 01 

72 Mins 11/02/2013 

P 03 

P 04 

P 05 

P 06 

P 07 

P 08 

P 09 

P 10 

P 11 

P 12 

P 13 

P 14 

P 15 

P 16 

P 17 

P 18 

P 19 

P 20 

P 21 

P 22 

P 23 

P 24 

ORG 01 

ORG 02 

ORG 03 

ORG 04 

ORG 06 

ORG 05 

ORG 07 

ORG 08 

ORG 08 

ORG 08 

ORG 09 

ORG 10 

ORG 11 

ORG 12 

ORG 12 

ORG 13 

ORG 14 

 

 

 

 

 

13/02/2013 

13/02/2013 

30/05/2013 

18/06/2013 

28/06/2013 

23/10/2013 

23/10/2013 

23/10/2013 

17/09/2014 

17/09/2014 

17/09/2014 

24/09/2014 

27/10/2014 

27/10/2014 

3/11/2014 

3/11/2014 

10/11/2014 

17/05/2016 

 

 

 

 

 

40 Mins 

34 Mins 

67 Mins 

113 Mins 

73 Mins 

45 Mins 

50 Mins 

79 Mins 

154 Mins 

154 Mins 

154 Mins 

148 Mins 

95 Mins 

108 Mins 

103 Mins 

90 Mins 

129 Mins 

127 Mins 

 

 

 

 

 

PARTICIPANT FORM 

The 2010ôs 
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METHOD OF DATA ANALYSIS 

Unlike most other research methods Grounded Theory merges the process of data collection and 
ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ Ψanalytical cycleΩ ό²ƛƭƭƛƎ нллмΥ осύΣ ǎƻ ƻƴŎŜ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ 
completed it can then be transcribed and immediately analysed before the next interview takes 
place. 

 

This process would therefore start with a near verbatim transcription of the recorded interview 
which would include incomplete sentences, false starts and word repetition, but would not 
contain full transcription notation (Willig 2001: 24 - 25) and may also have been slightly edited to 
remove external interruptions as well as any extraneous or irrelevant comments.  Once this 
transcript has been completed the researcher would then attempt to annotate the text and 
include standard equivalent terms (added in squared brackets) for the terminology used during 
the interview by both the researcher and the participant to describe various documents, reports 
or interpretative techniques. 

 

Upon first examining an interview transcript it will be necessary to attempt to establish the 
overall context of the views being expressed and what version of past events is actually being 
described, whether the text represents a truthful recollection of past experiences and a 
straightforward exǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎΣ ƻǊ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘ 
represents either a poor, disjointed or inaccurate version of past events (the participant cannot 
actually remember what they did) or an act of self justification (the participant is actually 
presenting what they should, could or ought to have done), which although it may be revealing 
will not be as enlightening (Willig 2001: 9 - 10). 

 

Having placed the interview in some form of wider context it would then be possible to examine 
the transcript as qualitative data using a modified form of Grounded Theory (Glaser and Strauss 
1967;  Willig 2001;  Charmaz 2006).  This process would start with the researcher (myself) 
identifying and marking key points within the transcripts with a series of self-generating / 
incident-by-incident descriptive codes using terms either defined by or with specific meaning for 
the participant (Saldaña 2009;  Charmaz 2006: 53).  (This method of coding is intended to keep 
the researcher close to the data and forces them to be systematic and meticulous.)  These codes 
are then grouped together into similar partially established descriptive concepts (with headings) 
to make them more workable and to eliminate duplication.  Similar concepts are then grouped 
into broad analytical categories (with headings) which are then sorted or ordered (both internally 
and externally) to identify links and establish relationships.  This process therefore moves from 
descriptive concepts to increasingly more analytical categories in an attempt to identify, refine 
and integrate specific points and extract meaning based upon increasing levels of analytical 
abstraction. 

 

It will then be possible to use these analytical categories and their links and relationships to 
ŎƻƳǇƛƭŜ ƻǊ ΨconstructΩ ŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎtion of interpretative theories or models which broadly account for 
ƻǊ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿΦ  ²ƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ōŀǎƛŎ Ψanalytical 
cycleΩ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ Ψconstant comparative analysisΩΣ ǎƻ all the existing data is constantly 
re-considered, re-examined and may even be re-coded depending upon the emerging 
interpretative theories, thus ensuring that the interpretative theories remain grounded in the 
data.  The interpretative theories may also guide further data collection, with the researcher 
looking for additional data which may develop, refine or possibly disprove the emerging 
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interpretative theories, as well as possibly re-adjusting or refining the initial research questions or 
the current Interview Agenda to provide or produce more appropriate data (Boeije 2010). 

 

¢Ƙƛǎ ōŀǎƛŎ Ψanalytical cycleΩ ƛǎ ǘƘŜƴ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿΦ 

 

While going through the process of data collection and analysis the researcher is also writing 
annotated notes or memos and producing analytical diagrams intended to both record the 
emerging interpretive theories and document the actual research process (Glaser and Strauss 
1967;  Willig 2001;  Charmaz 2006).  These memos therefore form a central part of the research 
process, and are initially used to describe and define the developing concepts, categories and 
emerging interpretive theories.  As the number of memos grows they are clustered, sorted and 
ordered to both explain and illustrate the internal and external links and relationships between 
various concepts, categories and emerging interpretive theories όǘŜǊƳŜŘ ΨǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƻǊǘƛƴƎΩύΣ ǎƻ 
in this particular case the memos are used to identify and describe potentially significant events 
or factors and the possible causal links and relationships between those specific events or 
factors.  These memos ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ Ψconstant comparative analysisΩΣ ǊŜ-viewing, re-writing 
and expanding to identify where problems or gaps may exist and where data needs to be re-
checked or re-examined.  (This forces the researcher to constantly test and re-consider the 
underlying structure and direction of the research, and is also used to both re-focus coding and 
draw out the emerging interpretative theories.)  Once memo writing and sorting has reached the 
point where a clear picture or underlying structure is starting to emerge then individual memos 
or the information they contain can then be incorporated into the outline first draft in the 
appropriate chronological position, and these additions or alterations are also referenced so the 
information they contain can be traced back to specific pages within the transcripts and through 
them back to the original MP3 recordings. 

 

As the process of data collection and analysis continues this draft text is also constantly re-
viewed, revised and re-written to identify where problems or gaps may have occurred, or where 
specific examples from the transcripts may be included to support or illustrate specific points.  
The current draft text therefore remains only a draft text and a working document until 
ΨǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘΣ ŀǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ draft text becomes the final 
text. 

 

CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ Ψanalytical cycleΩ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŀ reflexive account of 
the research process which both documents and describes data collection and data analysis, and 
which also explains how my personal views and opinions changed during the course of the 
research.  (This reflexive account ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ Ψanalytical cycleΩ ŀƴŘ the overall 
research process is contained within the following section.) 
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THE RESEARCH PROCESS 

 

The initial interviews tended to be conducted in small batches with a number of participant from 
within the same archaeological organisation, and after initial nervousness on my part they soon 
fell into a natural pattern of discussing specific archaeological projects in a chronological 
sequence based roughly upon the post-excavation process used for each project and the 
problems or difficulties that were encountered, but while still letting the conversation develop in 
whatever direction the participants wished to go, and I found that the Interview Agenda then 
became a ΨpropΩ which covered the initial nervousness at the start of the interview but which was 
then ignored after the opening few minutes.  This semi-structured open ended form of 
conversation usually led to a relaxed atmosphere in which the participants talked freely about 
the things that they considered to be most relevant or most important, and though this 
occasionally left some specific questions unanswered, it also provided additional information on 
points or subjects that I had not previously considered, and what the participants wanted to talk 
about and what the participants did not want to talk about was in itself very revealing. 

 

(While producing the initial batch of interview transcripts I soon realised how much I used my 
own personal experiences to encourage the interview participants to talk openly about their 
experiences, and that I had a natural tendency both during the interviews and while writing the 
text to fill in gaps with my own personal experiences as a professional archaeologist.  Most of the 
time these experiences appear to have been fairly typical, however, on occasions they were not 
and this would then come out during the interviews, so for example I had failed to recognise the 
full significance of the of grant funded post-excavation Backlog Programs in the early 1990's.  
These corrections would then require re-writing specific sections of the draft text before the next 
batch of interviews took place, and though the final text will not cover everyone's personal 
experiences, all of the main events and key points should have been identified and explained.) 

 

One of the key points to emerge during the initial batch of interviews was that most of the policy 
documents had had only a limited and indirect effect upon the post-excavation process, and by 
mentioning individual policy documents I was actually ΨpromptingΩ interview participants to 
discuss documents which they did not really think were either significant or relevant, and in some 
cases I suspected that the interview participants had not even heard of these policy documents, 
let alone read them. 

 

(This particularly applied to policy documents produced after PPG16 and MAP2 which could not 
be enforced upon commercial companies, and which were therefore not relevant to the everyday 
jobs of the individual archaeologists who had to work within the financial limits of commercial 
contracts.  To test this theory I deliberately did not mention the Southport Report (Southport 
Group 2011b) which was published in July 2011, 19 months before the first interview, and in 
almost 23 hours and 20 minutes of recorded conversation about archaeological post-excavation, 
archaeological publication and archaeological policy documents nobody mentioned the 
Southport Report once.) 

 

Archaeologists were not therefore basing the post-excavation process upon the policy 
documents or any other form of academic or professional guidelines, but they were copying the 
form and structure of earlier reports and earlier publications (usually from within the same 
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archaeological unit or archaeological organisation), altering or adapting them slightly depending 
upon individual circumstances and personal preferences, and then adopting a post-excavation 
process which would produce that type of report or publication within the limits of the time and 
money available, so the form, structure and content of archaeological reports and Archaeological 
Publications ƘŀŘ ΨŜǾƻƭǾŜŘΩ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ local circumstances and changes in project 
funding.  This has led to wide regional variation, produced not only as a result of different 
legalisation and funding arrangements in England, Scotland and Wales, but also due to the way 
that that legislation was implemented at a local level and the local report and archive 
requirements set by the City or County Archaeologists, and this could come down to the attitudes 
of specific individuals and local economic conditions. 

 

(These regional variations then influenced the choice of interview participants, increasing the 
number of interviews to be undertaken and the amount of travelling, and the dates in the basic 
chronological framework were also adjusted to reflect the knock-on effect of changes in project 
funding.) 

 

After conducting the initial batch of interviews I then used the MP3 recordings to create near 
verbatim transcripts which included mumbling, laughter, incomplete sentences, false starts, 
interruptions, and word repetition, as well as the more obvious pauses and the occasional 
emphasis placed upon a particular word (shown by underlining).  The transcripts were also edited 
slightly to remove external interruptions and irrelevant comments, and the sequence or order of 
specific comments was occasionally changed to clarify the situation when two people were 
talking at the same time, which was usually my fault.  The intention was therefore to provide a 
clear and accurate written account of the content of the interviews, and if possible reproduce the 
timing of the conversation so when read it would sound like two people talking, this usually 
involve checking the repetition of words and ensuring that comers or other forms of notation 
indicated where and for how long pauses were used within the sentences, a comers in the wrong 
place could entirely change the emphasis.  I also did one interview with three interview 
participants at the same time and that was very difficult to transcribe, trying to work out who 
said what while three or more people were all talking at the same time took days, and I had to 
listen and re-listen to the same sections again and again while trying to tune into individual 
voices.  Having said that, that particular interview did turned into a group therapy session for 
post-excavation staff and probably produced the most useful new information. 

 

While completing the transcripts I also annotating the text (shown in squared brackets) to include 
standard equivalent terms to describe various reports, documents or interpretative techniques, 
and also to provide some explanatory background information on named individuals, specific 
sites or previous publications which the interview participant assumed that I would know, and 
this additional information helped to clarify the conversation for both me and hopefully for any 
future reader.  While doing the transcripts I also noticed that some of the most interesting 
information came after I had said the interview was over as the interview participants then 
tended to relax and talk more freely, so when doing the interviews I did not rush to turn the 
recorder off.  The interviews with lots of laughter in them also seemed to be more open and less 
guarded, and that could have been my particular mood on the day or the individual interview 
participant, but the more open and relaxed I was the more forthcoming interview participants 
were. 
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Once a transcript had been completed and checked I then printed out a copy of the Word file and 
produced a comb binder volume, which I then used as an established text.  This allowed me to 
support particular points within the draft text by referencing page numbers within the 
transcripts, as well as allowing me to either paraphrase or quote from sections of transcripts, 
although direct quoting was slightly difficult as a particular point in a two way conversation could 
be spread out over a page or more of near verbatim transcript.  I had also included timing 
markers at five-minute intervals within the transcripts, so it was possible to trace a specific 
reference in the draft text back to a particular page within a transcript, and from there back to an 
appropriate point within the original MP3 recording. 

 

I also used these comb binder volumes to complete the initial coding by annotating the 
transcripts while listening to the MP3 recording.  This was done by going through individual 
transcripts and identifying and marking (usually in red pen) key points in the text with a series of 
self-generating incident-by-incident descriptive codes using terms either defined by or with 
ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨŎƭƛŜƴǘΩΣ ΨŦƛƴŘǎΩΣ ΨŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΩΣ Ψ!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ wŜǇƻǊǘΩΣ 
ΨŎƻƳǇǊƻƳƛǎŜΩΣ ΨǎǘŀŦŦƛƴƎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ L ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǎƘƻǊǘ descriptive phrases or basic 
ideas which had been prompted by the content of the transcript or which summarised the points 
being made.  In some cases this coding process was done several times to pick out specific points 
(usually marked in a different coloured pen), such as specific mentions of funding or specific 
mentions of Finds Reports, and I also seemed to be able to remember the rough location of 
relevant points and would check the transcripts and the coding while completing the draft text. 

 

(The following example illustrates how the transcripts were coded.  This particular page was 
chosen because it contains both coding and paraphrasing.) 
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This part of the transcript has also been ǇŀǊŀǇƘǊŀǎŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ Ψ¢ƘŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
Preservation by LƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀŦǘ ǘŜȄǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘΥ 

 

Ψ!ǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ Ǉǳǘ ƛǘΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ Archaeological Publications 
produced these days are nothing more that the personal thoughts of the Site Director, and in fifty years 
time no one will want to read the personal thoughts of the Site Director, they will want access to the basic 
data so it can be re-interpreted in the light of new evidence (Participant Interview 04: 43)ΦΩ 

 

(This coding was a very time consuming manual process, and if I were to do this project again I 
would use NVivo Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis (CAQDAS) software to help with 
both the coding and the data analysis, particularly accessing and organising the original coding, 
and this type of data management and analysis software appears to be used as the basic research 
tool on an increasing number of large historical research projects.  There are a number of 
different CAQDAS software packages available, but most are based on Grounded Theory, and are 
designed to assist in data collection and the analysis of large amounts of disparate information 
(Hammersley and Atkinson 2007: 154 - 156;  Lewins and Silver, 2007;  see also  
http://caqdas.soc.surry.ac.uk/gis.html  (accessed  2009)). 

 

These descriptive codes were then grouped together into similar descriptive concepts (with 
headings) to lessen the overall number of variables and to produce some level of consistency 
between different interview participants.  This was done by using the descriptive codes to 
produce headings (in brackets), and then attaching descriptive text which consisted of short 
phrases or basic ideas that had been prompted by the content of the transcript. 

 

(The following examples illustrate specific descriptive concepts (with headings) which were 
compiled from the coding and which were eventually worked into the draft text.) 

 

(THE MSC POST-EXCAVATION BACKLOG  -  [!¢9 мфулΩǎ ¢h 9!w[¸ мффлΩǎύ 

Developed pre 1987  (some MSC post-excavation projects set up on site during excavation). 

Specialist post-excavation teams set up post PPG16 (1990) by larger archaeological units to deal 
with the MSC post-excavation backlog, grant funded by English Heritage or CADW  (Scotland?). 

Some of these then developed into permanent post-excavation teams within the larger 
archaeological units. 

 

(ARCHAEOLOGICAL JOURNALS  -  2010Ωs) 

A number of regional archaeological journals appear to be considering producing smaller printed 
site summaries or archaeological notes, and then move to on-line publishing for individual articles, 
which may then be able to contain larger reports and additional information. 

 

(ARCHAEOLOGICAL PUBLICATION  -  2010Ωs) 

Archaeological Publication were initially intended to be a means to an end, a means of preserving  
and disseminating accurate archaeological information. 

Now they have become an end in itself linked to billing developers and without considering the 
quality or the accuracy of the information that they contain or the possible academic use that that 
information could be put to in the future. 

http://caqdas.soc.surry.ac.uk/gis.html
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So a single descriptive concept consisted of a heading (which summarised the descriptive text), 
and the descriptive text (which explained and expanded on the heading.)  These descriptive 
concepts could then be merged if they had similar headings (thus adding to the descriptive text), 
or they could be sub-divided if the descriptive text ended up referring to two or more different 
things (thus generating a new heading and a new descriptive concept).  Again this was a time 
consuming manual process done on printouts spread out on the floor, however it finally 
produced a list of descriptive concept (which were specific discussion points that had either 
emerged from or been suggested by the interview transcripts), and most of these descriptive 
concepts eventually became the basis for descriptive written memos. 

 

(As the research process developed the descriptive codes (and therefore the headings of the 
descriptive concepts) tended to become established as standard terms as I recognised similar 
points within a number of different transcripts, and I then started to develop a standardised 
terminology and a form of glossary which in turn effected the coding of later transcripts (these 
also tended to become the standard equivalent terms added to the transcripts in squared 
brackets)). 

 

Similar descriptive concepts were then grouped into broad analytical categories (with headings) 
which were then sorted and ordered (both internally and externally) to identify links or 
relationships and establish differing or opposing opinions or points of view.  This was also a 
manual process which initially involved printing out lists of descriptive concepts and spreading 
them out on the floor, and then using the headings to group individual descriptive concepts, first 
into broad analytical categories (based upon the structure of the post-excavation process (the 
four basic stages) and a number of key variables which would have affected the post-excavation 
process), and then into some form of chronological order within each analytical category.  The 
initial analytical categories used were: 

 

1 Personal Motivation and General Attitudes towards both post-excavation projects and academic 
credit. 

2 The Specific Circumstances - The Time and Money constrains for archaeological projects,  post-
excavation projects, and Archaeological Publications. 

3 Attitudes towards Grant Funding Authorities, the local Archaeological Monitors, the local Councils, 
the Developers and the Clients. 

 

4 Attitudes towards the Site ArchiveΦ  όtǊŜŎƛǎŜ Ψarchaeological recordsΩ ƻǊ ōŀǎƛŎ Ψfield notesΩύ 

5 Attitudes towards checking the Site Archive. 

6 Attitudes towards the Stratigraphic MatrixΦ  όΨRunning Stratigraphic MatrixΩΣ ΨPost-Excavation 
Stratigraphic MatrixΩΣ ΨNo Stratigraphic MatrixΩύ 

7 Attitudes towards the Specialist Finds Reports.  (Number, Size, Quality) 

 

8 Methods of integrating Finds Information. 

9 aŜǘƘƻŘǎ ƻŦ 5ŀǘƛƴƎΦ  ό! Ψbottom upΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ Ψtop downΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴύ 

10 Methods of identifying Intrusive and Residual Contamination. 

11 aŜǘƘƻŘǎ ƻŦ tƘŀǎƛƴƎΦ  ό! Ψbottom upΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ Ψtop downΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴύ 
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12 Attitudes towards the production of a Synthesis Report. 

13 Attitudes towards the final archaeological report or Archaeological Publication. 

 

14 General problems, difficulties and compromises. 

15 DŜƴŜǊŀƭ aŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ǳǎŜŘΦ  ό! Ψbottom upΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ Ψtop downΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴύ 

16 General Attitudes and Approaches towards archaeological projects, post-excavation projects and 
Archaeological PublicationsΦ  ό! Ψlong-term approachΩ ƻǊ ŀ Ψshort-term approachΩύ 

 

(Again this process would have been far easier if I had used NVivo Computer Assisted Qualitative 
Data Analysis (CAQDAS) software to help with the data analysis, particularly duplicating and 
tracking descriptive concepts which appeared in one or more analytical categories.) 

 

Once the basic sorting and ordering of descriptive concepts had been done it was then possible 
to construct an Ψanalytical structureΩ, again by spreading printouts out on the floor.  This 
consisted of six columns which represented the basic time periods within the overall 
chronological framework, going from the Ψearly 1970's to mid 1970ΩsΩ on the left to the Ψ2010ΩsΩ 
on the right, and four rows which represented the four basic stages of the post-excavation 
process, going from Ψ1 Checking the Site Archive and producing a Stratigraphic InterpretationΩ at 
the top ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ Řƻǿƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ Ψн LŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ CƛƴŘǎ wŜǇƻǊǘǎΩ, Ψо 
Integrating the Finds Reports with the Stratigraphic Interpretation and dating individual 
ǎǘǊŀǘƛƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘǎΩ and finally Ψ4 Producing an Archaeological PublicationΩ at the bottom.  An 
additional row was then added at the bottom of each column which explained the problems that 
existed with the post-excavation process at that particular time, and another additional row was 
also added at the top of each column which explained the proposed solution to those problems, 
which usually consisted of some form of policy document. 

 

(This Ψanalytical structureΩ eventually became the basic structure of the Archaeological Post-
Excavation and Interpretation sections within the draft text, and is reproduced in very simplified 
form in  Figure 2.) 

 

This Ψanalytical structureΩ made it possible for me to read down individual columns to check the 
post-excavation process at a particular time, or to read across an individual row to check how 
specific aspects of the post-excavation process, such as finds analysis for example, changed over 
time, as well as how the problems which existed at the bottom of one column led to the solutions 
proposed at the top of the next column, and then by carrying on down that column the effect 
that those solutions then had on the post-excavation process.  It was then possible for me to 
track continuity and change over time and to identify links, relationships and anomalies, as well 
as any potential gaps or omissions which could then be filled in with new headings and new 
descriptive concepts.  The linear chronological structure also made it possible for me to consider 
the general circumstances surrounding archaeological projects and the time and money limits 
within which the archaeologists had to work at particular times, and possibly within particular 
regions (context), as well as the structure of the post-excavation process and the actual 
methodology and the interpretative techniques that were used to produce the archaeological 
reports and Archaeological Publications (process), and the effect that changing circumstances 
and attitudes had upon the post-excavation process over time (change). 
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(As the research process developed it became possible for me to feed new information (in the 
form of new descriptive concepts) directly into this Ψanalytical structureΩ in the appropriate 
chronological position, and so identify when individual interview participants were either 
agreeing with each other (thus producing supporting evidence for the existing Ψanalytical 
structureΩ) or disagreeing with each other (possibly as a result of differing opinions, experiences 
or regional variations).  Once a number of interview participants from differing archaeological 
organisations were producing similar descriptive concepts and were only providing supporting 
evidence for the existing Ψanalytical structureΩ then I was approaching some form of consensus 
and ΨǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴΩΦύ 

 

This Ψanalytical structureΩ therefore formed the basic understanding of what had happened at 
different times and in different places, and it was then possible to consider why it had happened.  
This involved compiling ƻǊ ΨconstructingΩ ŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛǾŜ theories or models which 
would account for and explain changes in attitudes and methodology over time, thus establishing 
ōƻǘƘ ŀ Ψcausal sequenceΩ ŀƴŘ ŀ Ψcausal explanationΩ όƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ Ψwhat happenedΩ ōǳǘ Ψwhy did it 
happenΩύΦ  This was initially done by using tentative hand drawn annotated diagrams which 
identified particular variables and then attempt to establish either specific timelines or links, 
relationships and causal sequences, and this proved to be a particularly useful technique when 
tracking both the names of various archaeological reports and the information that they were 
meant to contain over time.  While some of these Ψanalytical diagramsΩ were eventually 
abandoned, others were either typed up and converted into text or were presented as Figures 
within the main text, so for example Figure 1, Figure 2 and Figure 3 at the end of this section all 
started out as hand drawn annotated diagrams. 

 

(At the start of the research process it was necessary for me to keep an open mind and not to 
formulate interpretative theories too early based upon very limited evidence as I did not want to 
ōŜŎƻƳŜ ΨŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ŀǘǘŀŎƘŜŘΩ ǘƻ particular interpretative theories in case that then distort the 
rest of the research.  However, as the research process developed I grew more confident in some 
of these interpretative theories, and towards the end of the research process I found myself 
testing particular interpretative theories during participant interviews so I could get direct 
comments and opinions from the interview participants.) 

 

This sequence of near verbatim transcripts, descriptive codes, descriptive concepts, analytical 
categories and interpretative theories thus formed the ōŀǎƛŎ Ψanalytical cycleΩ, and this Ψanalytical 
cycleΩ was then repeated with the start of the next batch of interviews as part of the overall 
research process.  So all of the existing data was constantly reviewed, revised and re-considered 
and may have even been re-coded after each additional batch of transcripts to identify any 
additional supportive evidence, any potential gaps or omissions within the basic ΨŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ 
ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΩ, or any new interpretative theoriesΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ Ψconstant comparative analysisΩ then 
guided further data collection as I deliberately went out and looked for additional data which 
could develop, refine or possibly disprove particular interpretative theories.  This was therefore 
an active research process which initially involved gathering data and forming a basic 
understanding of what had happened and when, but which towards the end involved filling in 
gaps, following up leads and asking specific questions. 
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While going through this process of data collection and analysis I was also writing annotated 
notes or memos which usually consisted of a number of sentences or a single short paragraph of 
text (with a descriptive heading).  These written memos were initially used to document the 
actual data collection and analysis, as well as to define and explain particular descriptive 
concepts, however, as the research process developed they were also used to identify and 
describe potentially significant events or factors and the possible causal links and relationships 
between those specific events or factors.  These written memos therefore formed a central part 
of the research process as they took the descriptive concepts, the data analysis and the emerging 
interpretive theories and started to turn them into written text. 

 

(The following example illustrates a specific written memo (with heading) which was compiled 
ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛǾŜ ŎƻŘŜǎ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ ΨŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΩ.  This particular memo 
was eventually broken up and the information it contained was incorporated into the draft text in 
a number of different places.) 

 

(REGIONAL VARIATION FOLLOWING SYNTHESIS REPORTS  -  MID 2000Ωs TO 2010Ωs) 

Most of the remaining archaeological reports and Archaeological Publications produced at this 
time were either archaeological Ψgrey literatureΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ƻǊ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭ archaeological monographs, 
but even these archaeological documents still varied at both a local and a regional level. 

This was due mainly to the local report and archive requirements set by different City or County 
Archaeologists (Participant Interview 10: 70 - 72;  Participant Interview 11: 67 - 72, 101 - 102), but 
also to the way that different national legislation was implemented at a local level and the project 
specific requirements set by the local Archaeological Monitors, and this could come down to the 
attitudes of specific individuals at specific times and the local economic conditions. 

All of these various requirements were contained within the project specifications or WSI (Written 
Scheme of Investigation) which was either written by or approved by the local Archaeological 
Monitor, ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ΨbriefsΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜƴ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀƛƳǎ ŀƴŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ 
each archaeological project and the basic circumstances surrounding each archaeological project 
(different commercial archaeological organisation would put in competitive tenders for these 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ΨbriefsΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜ ǘŜƴŘŜǊǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǎŜǘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ time and money 
available). 

Once completed the archaeological reports and Archaeological Publications would have been 
checked by the local Archaeological Monitors to ensure that they had fulfilled the WSI (Written 
Scheme of Investigation), as well as any other internal quality control documents or IFA/CIfA 
standards (which also depended entirely upon fulfilling the WSI (see  Chartered Institute for 
Archaeologists 2014a)). 

However, the Archaeological Monitors primary role was to monitor planning applications and 
ensure that planning conditions were met and they therefore had very little time to check the 
academic quality of these archaeological documents or the original Site Archive, and this checking 
would then turned into ŀ ΨǘƛŎƪ-ōƻȄΩ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜ to indicate the presence of completed documents 
(Participant Interview 05: 55 - 61) without considering the accuracy of those documents, and that 
ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ Ŧǳƭƭ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ Ψpeer reviewΩΦ 

So even though the resulting archaeological reports and Archaeological Publications tended to 
have similar basic structures, they were still single one-off non-standard documents of variable 
quality and reliability. 
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As the number of individual memos grew they were also clustered, sorted and ordered into broad 
analytical categories όǘŜǊƳŜŘ ΨǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƻǊǘƛƴƎΩύ, and were then feed intƻ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ 
ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΩ ƛƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ, gradually replacing the existing descriptive concepts, so the 
ΨŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΩ gradually became the initial draft text.  This was done by using the 
descriptive headings (which represented specific points) to first construct a clear linear narrative 
thread which both explained and illustrated the internal and external links and relationships 
between various descriptive concepts and the emerging interpretive theories όŀ Ψcausal 
sequenceΩύ.  It was then possible to use the descriptive headings to identify any potential gaps or 
omissions ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ψcausal sequenceΩ or where problems may have occurred ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ψcausal 
explanationΩ and to then adjust the initial draft text by either changing the position of individual 
memos within the draft text, or by merging existing memos or introducing new memos while still 
maintaining the intrinsic logic of the linear narrative thread.  So the various descriptive concepts, 
analytical categories and emerging interpretive theories and their internal and external links and 
ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊ ΨǇƛŎǘǳǊŜΩΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ memos were then used to 
ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ƻǊ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǇƛŎǘǳǊŜΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊƛƴƎΣ ǎƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƻǊŘŜǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
those memos took those written notes and analytical diagrams and then turned them into a clear 
ŀƴŘ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ΨǇƛŎǘǳǊŜΩ ŀƴŘ a linear draft text.  The initial draft text was not 
therefore ΨǿǊƛǘǘŜƴΩΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƻǊŘŜǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘ as part of the research process. 

 

Once completed the initial draft text was itself constantly reviewed, revised, amended and 
rewritten throughout the rest of the research process.  This involved constantly going through 
sections of the draft text and checking both the linear structure and the consistency of the 
terminology, while still maintaining the individual memos and their descriptive headings.  This 
checking also involved re-examining the existing interview transcripts and testing the draft text 
and the emerging interpretative theories directly against the original data, and then if necessary 
amending the draft text either by re-writing or refining existing memos or by including direct 
quotes or references which supported or illustrated specific points or specific interpretative 
theories, so the views and opinions contain within the draft text could be traced back to specific 
pages within the interview transcripts, and through them back to the original MP3 recordings. 

 

(As the research process developed it was then possible to incorporate information from the 
latest batch of interview transcripts directly into the current draft text either as additional memos 
which provided additional details or alternative experiences, or as direct quotes or references, 
especially those produced as the result of direct questions about the emerging interpretative 
theories, and towards the end of the research process I also sent copies of the draft text to the 
interview participants for their comments, corrections, views and opinions, and I then altered the 
draft text accordingly.) 

 

During the initial analysis of interview transcripts a number of more subtle points started to 
emerge and the most significant of these was the realisation that archaeological interpretation 
was an entirely personal process, not only in the decisions made but also in the methods and 
techniques used, and that each individual archaeologist had developed their own personal 
collection of interpretative methods and techniques όŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ΨƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻƻƭ ƪƛǘΩύ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
they then used to produce the archaeological information contained within the archaeological 
reports and Archaeological Publications.  These individual interpretative methods and techniques 
were different ways of producing the same type of archaeological information and some were 
more accurate and reliable than others, however, the choice of which interpretative method or 
technique to use did not depend upon accuracy or reliability, but upon the archaeologist knowing 
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the method or technique and then upon personal preference and the time and money available, 
so although the final reports and publications may look similar and have a similar form and 
structure the interpretative methods and techniques used to produce the archaeological 
information they contain may have been completely different. 

 

Another point to emerge during the initial analysis was that there was a noticeable divide 
between participants who were willing to go through the post-excavation process and discuss 
which interpretative methods and techniques they had used, and participants who were far more 
cautious and reluctant to explain how they made interpretations, not only with an outsider 
(myself as the research), but also with other archaeologists within the same archaeological 
organisation, and they seemed to consider archaeological interpretation not only as a personal 
process but also as a private process.  These participants tended to be less experienced Project 
Officers who had completed their first archaeological project under full commercial conditions 
within the last ten to fifteen years, and so they tended to hold positions lower down the 
organisational hierarchy and they may therefore have felt judged or examined and did not want 
to say anything that might leave them open to any form of criticism.  However, this distinction 
also appeared to correspond to a far more fundamental divide between participants who had a 
long-term approach to archaeological projects and a long-term commitment to recording for 
posterity όΨpreservation by recordΩύ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƻ ǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǾƛŜǿ ŜŀŎƘ archaeological site as a small 
part of a bigger picture, and participants who had a short-term approach to archaeological 
projects with specific short-term aims and objectives and who tended to view each 
archaeological site as a single self contained experiment and a single commercial contract.  This 
short-term approach also appears to have allowed the post-excavation process to become 
incorporated within a bureaucratic system of developer led management practices which focuses 
entirely upon short-term aims and objectives and the need to produce reports and publications 
as quickly and as cheaply as possible so the project can be completed and the developer can be 
invoiced, but without considering how those reports or publications would then be used for any 
further research at some point in the future.  So these participants may have been far more 
cautious during the interviews either because they had been using time and money saving 
interpretative methods and techniques and they did not want to admit it, or because they have 
only ever experienced a commercial management system with its short-term aims and objectives 
and they did not want to reveal their limited understanding of the post-excavation process. 

 

(These differing approaches to archaeological projects also influenced my choice of interview 
participants, and though I had to initially contact the managers of archaeological organisations or 
the managers of post-excavation departments to get their permission to conduct the interviews 
(and they had usually completed post-excavation projects ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфтлΩǎΣ мфулΩǎ ŀƴŘ мффлΩǎ ŀƴŘ 
were very willing to talk), I also attempted to interview participants lower down the 
organisational hierarchy who had written up commercial archaeological projects within the last 
ten to fifteen years in the hope of establishing what was actually happening within these 
archaeological organisations.  While choosing the next batch of interview participants I was also 
trying to identify individuals or specific archaeological organisations which would be in the best 
position to provide additional information on either gaps or omissions within the research or on 
the emerging interpretative theories, as well as following leads suggested by previous interview 
participants.  However, this proved to be far more difficult than I had first thought.  I initially 
emailed these individuals or archaeological organisations and said that I was a post-graduate 
student doing academic research on post-excavation and would it be possible for me to talk to 
them about how they wrote their reports, and though I realised that these are commercial 
organisations and that they have to account for their time, I was a bit surprised by how reluctant 
some of the archaeological organisations were to talk.  The larger archaeological organisations 
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(set up before PPG16) were more willing to talk, and interestingly at one point I noticed that the 
archaeological organisations that helped the most have now or have had in the past the word 
ΨtrustΩ in their name.  However, I had great difficulty getting to talk with the smaller more 
commercial archaeological organisations, possibly because they had less time to spare for 
academic researchers or possibly because they were reluctant to talk about their post-excavation 
procedures.  The limited number of replies that I did get from these more commercial 
archaeological organisations placed a lot of emphasis upon client confidentiality, which they 
implied also covered the results of their archaeological excavations.  From an epistemological 
perspective the main problem with this research was therefore that I never got to talk to the 
people who did not want to talk.) 

 

These differing attitudes and approaches may also indicate an underlying change within 
ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŜƴ ǇǊƻƳǇǘǎ ǿƛŘŜǊ ƳƻǊŜ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ΨǿƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ 
ǿŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŘƻƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘȅ ŀǊŜ ǿŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ƛǘΚΩΣ ŀƴŘ ΨǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŦƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƛǘ 
ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜΚΩΣ ΨǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ productΚΩΣ ƛǎ ƛǘ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ Ψpreservation by 
recordΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ an ordered, indexed and internally consistent Site Archive and an 
academic Archaeological Publication for the local community and future generations, or has 
current commercial archaeology lost its original academic objectives and just become a way for a 
few people to make a moderately comfortable living off developers through a legal form of social 
blackmail, which is what many developers suspect. 

 

Although these fundamental questions should be highlighted and addressed the current situation 
is unlikely to change in the near future, and regrettable though this is, it does not alter the fact 
that large numbers of archaeological reports and Archaeological Publications have already been 
produced by professional archaeology and will continue to be produced by professional 
archaeology, and that these reports and publications along with any remaining Site Archives will 
be the only record we will ever have of these archaeological excavations.  So this poses the even 
more fundamental question of how academics, researchers, and other archaeologists can use 
this archaeological information to produce higher level interpretations, which after all is 
supposed to be the purpose of the entire exercise.  The easiest way of doing this is to assume 
that every archaeological report and Archaeological Publication is an entirely accurate academic 
document and then simply quote or reference relevant sections depending upon whether they fit 
in with the arguments that are trying to be made, and any errors or mistakes are then the fault of 
the original author.  However, the constantly changing form, structure, content and academic 
standard of these archaeological reports and Archaeological Publications means that anyone 
using these archaeological documents should really adopt a far more critical and analytical 
approach and consider each document as an unverified and potentially unreliable sources of 
archaeological information until it has been deconstructed and been subjected to critical re-
ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ Ψsource criticismΩΣ ƛƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ǘǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ 
and Archaeological Publications as if they were historical documents and subjecting them to the 
ǎŀƳŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ Ψhistorical methodsΩ ǳǎŜŘ by historians to examine and evaluate historical sources.  
It is therefore hoped that this research will help with this process by describing and explaining 
how these archaeological documents have been produced by professional archaeologists over 
the yearǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ŀŎǘ ŀǎ ŀ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ΨǳǎŜǊΩǎ ƎǳƛŘŜΩ ǘƻ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ Archaeological 
Publications for future generations of researchers and historians. 
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Hoveringham Gravels Ltd.  vs  Secretary of State for the Environment 

(confirmed that local planning departments could refuse planning permission on purely archaeological grounds) 

Ministry of Public Building and Works  

(took responsibility for ancient monuments and archaeology in 1962) 

Civic Amenities Act  1967 

(established Conservation Areas) 

Department of the Environment 

(took responsibility for ancient monuments and archaeology in 1970) 

Town and Country Planning Act  1968 

(extended the protection of listed buildings to include their immediate surroundings) 

Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act  1979 
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Principles of Publication in Rescue Archaeology 

(the óFrere Reportô) 
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The Publication of Archaeological Excavations 
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Figure 1:  The basic chronological framework. 
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Figure 2:  The changing post-excavation process. 
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In an attempt to both analyse and explain changes in the structure of archaeological interpretation it is 

necessary to distinguish between different consecutive levels of interpretation: 

 

 

(LEVEL  6  Interpretation)    A general high-level interpretation including general history books on specific 

geographical regions, specific historic periods or individual ethnic groups, and usually based upon a number 

of specialist high-level interpretations and available historical documentary evidence, with mid-level 

interpretations used as specific examples.  This is either a more speculative interpretation, or a generalised 

overview or synthesis if it involves large amounts of information. 

(Region / Period Level Interpretations and Publications) 

 

(LEVEL  5  Interpretation)    A specialist high-level contextual interpretation of individual towns, 

landscapes, regions and/or periods, subjects or collective identity, and based upon a number of mid-level 

interpretations and additional historical and documentary evidence. 

(Town / Landscape Level Interpretations and Publications) 

 

 

(LEVEL  4  Interpretation)    A discursive mid-level site interpretation or area interpretation which attempts 

to produce a historical synthesis of the entire area, highlighting evidence of underlying historical trends, and 

based upon all the dated archaeological information, the results of specialist research and analysis, and 

additional historical and documentary evidence. 

 

(LEVEL  3  Interpretation)    A descriptive mid-level site interpretation or area interpretation which attempts 

to reconstruct the contemporary physical environment and the development or decline of the entire area as a 

sequence of dated historical events, and based upon all of the dated archaeological information and specific 

documentary evidence. 

 

 

(LEVEL  2  Interpretation)    A dated low-level archaeological interpretation done either by directly dating 

or by Historic Period and sequence, and based upon the basic interpretation of activity in sequence. 

(A Research Archive and a dated Archive Report, including a Period Matrix    (The Area/Date Table)) 

 

(LEVEL  1  Interpretation)    A basic low-level stratigraphic interpretation of activity done by Phase Groups 

in sequence, including phasing and zoning, and based upon the primary records produced on site. 

(A descriptive Stratigraphic Report, including a Phase Matrix    (Phase Group Descriptions)) 

 

(LEVEL  0  Interpretation)    The original primary records, based upon Stratification Theory and direct 

observations made on site. 

(The Site Archive, including a Stratigraphic Matrix) 

 

 

Figure 3:  Levels of interpretation. 

LEVELS OF INTERPRETATION 
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1    THE DEVELOPMENT OF PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY 
 

The post-ǿŀǊ ǊŜŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ ǘƻǿƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ мфрлΩǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŀǊƭȅ мфслΩǎ 
created a new series of problems for many local town councils.  This redevelopment and large-
scale modernisation destroyed many historic buildings which had survived the war and the 
ōƻƳōƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǘƻǿƴΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘy, and it also 
unearthed easily identifiable archaeological remains such as the Roman Temple of Mithras, found 
during building work in the City of London in 1954 (Jones 1984: 46), and this sweeping and 
occasionally highhanded redevelopment frequently led to both local and national public protest 
campaigns.  The most notable of these conservation campaigns occurred in London in the early 
мфслΩǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀƴ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŘ ōȅ WƻƘƴ .ŜǘƧŜƳŀƴ ƛƴ ŀƴ ǳƴǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ 
attempt to save both Euston Arch in 1961 and the Coal Exchange, Lower Thames Street in 1962, 
but which also succeeded in preventing the destruction and redevelopment of St Pancras Railway 
Station.  This growing wave of public protest and indignation eventually allowed Duncan Sandys 
MP to introduce the Civic Amenities Act 1967 which first established the concept of a 
/ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ !ǊŜŀ όŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ΨǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŀǊŎƘƛǘŜŎǘǳǊŀƭ ƻǊ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΩ ό/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ 
69: part 1)), and this was soon followed by the Town and Country Planning Act 1968 which 
extended the protection of listed buildings to include their immediate surroundings (Pearce 
2000).  Both of these bills also covered the protection and preservation of archaeological remains 
ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ Ψŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΩΣ ǎƻ Řevelopers could, in theory, have their planning 
permission refused on purely historical or archaeological grounds. 

 

In an attempt to both appease public opinion and aid the developers a number of councils then 
started to appoint individual archaeologists to advise local planning departments, monitor 
redevelopment work, and organise and conduct volunteer excavations (Jones 1984).  The more 
these City Archaeologists or County Archaeologists looked and monitored the more 
archaeological remains they found and the more assistants they needed to cope with the 
increasing rate of redevelopment, and this in turn led to the formation of emergency rescue 
excavation teams and eventually small professional archaeological units (Jones 1984). 

 

Winchester established the first semi-professional archaeological unit in 1961 (the Winchester 
Excavation Committee 1962 - 1971, which led to the establishment of the Winchester Research 
Unit in 1968, and eventually the Winchester Archaeological Unit), and this was followed by the 
formation of other similar archaeological units ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ .Ǌƛǘŀƛƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ мфтлΩǎΦ  aƻǎǘ ƻŦ 
these archaeological units either developed with the help of local archaeological societies or 
were set up by local town councils, particularly in towns such as Lincoln, Chester, Exeter and 
Canterbury with a recognised heritage and an established tourist industry which the local 
councils wanted to promote and protect, and these town based archaeological units had 
responsibility for the archaeological remains within that town and its immediate surroundings.  
Other archaeological units had wider regional responsibilities, such as the Rescue Archaeology 
Group (set up in 1970 with regional responsibility for all of Wales, and then reorganised in 1975 
into four separate Welsh Archaeological Trusts which also fulfilled the functions of City and 
County Archaeologists), and the Norfolk Archaeological Unit (set up in 1972, and originally based 
in a rural Victorian workhouse in Gressenhall).  These archaeological units therefore operated 
independently at a local or regional level, and informally advised upon planning decisions, and 
undertook rescue excavations to record archaeological deposits before they were destroyed by 
developers, or on occasions salvage excavations which recorded archaeological deposits while 
they were being destroyed by the developers, as well as occasionally recording historic buildings. 
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¢ƘŜƴ ƛƴ мфтн ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƻŦ .ŀȅƴŀǊŘΩǎ /ŀǎǘƭŜ ƴŜŀǊ .ƭŀŎƪŦǊƛŀǊǎ .ǊƛŘƎŜ ƛƴ [ƻƴŘƻƴ ǿŜƴǘ ōŀŘƭȅ ǿǊƻƴƎ ŘǳŜ 
to a lack of funds and facilities, and the following year the construction of an underground car 
ǇŀǊƪ ƛƴ ²ŜǎǘƳƛƴǎǘŜǊΩǎ bŜǿ tŀƭŀŎŜ ¸ŀǊŘ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ƻǊ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 
monitoring, so it appeared as if Parliament was acting in contradiction of its own archaeological 
policy (Gerrard 2003: 134;  Jones 1984: 55 - 61).  Both sites received considerable publicity in The 
Guardian newspaper, and this highlighted the need for both financial support and the 
establishment of a wider regulatory framework for rescue archaeology (Jones 1984).  However, it 
was the large semi-professional archaeological projects which were generated by the second 
ǿŀǾŜ ƻŦ ƳƻǘƻǊǿŀȅ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ мфслΩǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŀǊƭȅ мфтлΩǎΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƘŜ aп ŀƴŘ aрΣ 
that had had the greatest affect upon both public opinion and central government (Jones 1984: 
62 - 70), and it was these large rural projects along with the establishment of RESCUE (The Trust 
for British Archaeology) in 1972 as a national pressure group that finally ensured full government 
support and funding for professional rescue archaeology in 1973 (Jones 1984). 

 

The majority of archaeological units were therefore originally set up by local or regional councils, 
but were funded by direct government grant from the Department of the Environment (which 
was established in 1970, and which took over all of the archaeological responsibilities of the 
earlier Ministry of Public Building and Works (1962 - 1970)), with time on site and sometimes 
additional funding provided by the developer, and occasionally direct government grants for 
post-excavation projects (Jones 1984: 143), however, as the number of archaeological projects 
ƎǊŜǿ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ ǘƻ ƭŀǘŜ мфтлΩǎ ǎƻƳŜ archaeological units also received additional local or regional 
council funding, usually linked to specific projects (Participant Interview 06: 6 - 7). 

 

These funding arrangements meant that most archaeological units were associated with but 
operated independently of the local City or County Archaeologists, and usually consisted of a 
Senior Manager ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ ΨŎƻǊŜΩ ǘŜŀƳ ƻŦ Ŧǳƭƭ ǘƛƳŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ 
field archaeologists, finds specialists, and occasionally a specialist draftsman or illustrator.  These 
professional field archaeologists would usually take it in turns to be the Site Director or the Site 
Supervisor on individual archaeological projects, and when not supervising and completing their 
own projects they would be Site Assistants or Finds Supervisors on other projects, with each 
archaeological unit developing its own particular character and reputation based upon the 
attitudes and perceived competence of their core staff.  Additional staff were then employed as 
Site Assistants on short-term contracts for specific projects from the pool of experienced 
professƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƛǊŎǳƛǘΩΦ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ΨŎƛǊŎǳƛǘ ŘƛƎƎŜǊǎΩ ƳƻǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƛǘŜ ǘƻ ǎƛǘŜ ƎŀƛƴƛƴƎ 
a wide range of practical skills and experience within a variety of different archaeological 
environments, and they therefore became the main means of disseminating new ideas and 
techniques between different archaeological units.  Additional archaeological volunteers may 
also have participated in certain projects, and would have undertaken more routine tasks until 
they had gained sufficient practical experience to become Site Assistants themselves. 

 

The vast majority of the archaeological projects undertaken by these professional archaeologists 
took place within a complex working environment created by the constantly changing 
relationships between planning laws, policy documents, developers, consultants, sub-
contractors, local planning authorities, local councils, central government and occasionally the 
media, however, they all had to be completed within limits, limits of time and limits of money.  
The rest of this text therefore describes how those limits have changed over time and why, and 
what sort of decisions, choices and compromises the archaeologists have had to make in 
consequence, and how this has affected the archaeological reports and the Archaeological 
Publications that they have produced. 
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1.1    ARCHAEOLOGICAL EXCAVATION AND RECORDING 
 

As each of these archaeological units operated within a specific geographical area they amassed a 
great deal of detailed local knowledge.  They also developed more efficient excavation and 
recording techniques to suit their local working conditions, so regional archaeological units which 
operated mainly within rural areas developed techniques for rural excavations, and town based 
archaeological units which operated within urban areas developed techniques for urban 
excavations.  This quickly produced a wide variety of specialised recording techniques, and an 
open environment in which new ideas were actively encouraged. 

 

 

RURAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL PROJECTS    (The early 1970ôs) 

The main regional archaeological units which developed excavation and recording techniques for 
large rural archaeological projects were: 

 

The Oxford Archaeological Unit (the OAU),  set up in 1974, and had developed from two rescue excavation 
team that had wƻǊƪŜŘ ƛƴ hȄŦƻǊŘ ŀƴŘ !ōƛƴƎŘƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ мфслΩ ŀƴŘ ŜŀǊƭȅ мфтлΩǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ Oxford 
Archaeological Unit then went on to undertake excavations in and around Oxford and Abingdon, and on 
the rural sites in the gravel pits of the upper Thames valley. 

The Central Excavation Unit (the CEU),  set up in 1975, and based in Fort Cumberland in Portsmouth.  The 
Central Excavation Unit covered all of the areas in England not covered by other regional archaeological 
units and completed a number of large rural projects throughout mainly southern England, including 
extensive excavations in the gravel pits of the Nene valley, Northamptonshire. 

The Trust for Wessex Archaeology (the TWA),  which was based in Salisbury and covered mainly rural areas 
in Berkshire, Dorset, Hampshire, Isle of Wight and Wiltshire.  It had developed from the Wessex 
Archaeological Committee set up in 1974, and became the last of the regional archaeological units created 
by the Department of the Environment in 1979, finally changing its name to the Trust for Wessex 
Archaeology in 1983. 

 

Large rural archaeological projects resulted from major infrastructure or commercial construction 
projects, such as motorway, by-pass or ring road schemes, pipeline projects, large housing 
projects, industrial or commercial developments, and gravel extraction and quarrying activity.  
The size and complexity of these construction projects meant that they were usually planned well 
in advance, and would involve stripping and therefore archaeologically destroying large areas of 
previously undeveloped land.  The archaeological stratigraphy in these areas usually consisted of 
dispersed negative features, such as ditches, pits or post holes cut into the underlying silts, gravel 
or chalk, and then truncated by later erosion or ploughing activity.  This meant that the areas 
affected by the construction projects were normally available for archaeological excavation well 
in advance of construction work and the archaeological stratigraphy was likely to be relatively 
simple, however, the amount of money available was usually limited. 

 

The archaeological methodology which developed to cope with these working conditions built 
upon existing excavation and recording techniques derived from rural research excavations in the 
мфрлΩǎ ŀƴŘ мфслΩǎ ό.ŀǊƪŜǊ 1982;  Collis 2001).  This archaeological methodology relied upon large 
open area excavation, and identifying and understanding dispersed negative features and 
structures in plan.  This involved using mechanical diggers to remove the topsoil or plough soil 
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from large areas of the site, and then cleaning those areas by hand with archaeologists in trowel 
lines or hoe lines.  The cleaned areas would then be photographed and pre-excavation Composite 
Plans would be produced.  Following planning the dispersed negative features would be 
excavated and recorded, and selective segments όΨǎƻƴŘŀƎŜǎΩύ would be excavation across inter-
cutting ditches in an attempt to identify the order in which the ditches had originally been dug, 
and so establish some form of chronological sequence.  Once the negative features had been 
excavated Sections or Profiles would be draw and post-excavation Composite Plans would be 
produced, any post-hole structures would also be re-cleaned and photographed, and then the 
machining would start on the next area.  These Composite Plans where therefore used primarily 
to record specific stages in the excavation process. 

 

This archaeological methodology required large numbers of archaeologist to do relatively routine 
tasks, however, as the amount of money available was usually limited large rural archaeological 
projects developed a hierarchical semi-professional staff structures, with a single Site Director 
and a number of professional Area Supervisors, along with a number of Site Assistants or 
specialist Site Planers and a specialist Finds Supervisor.  The rest of the site staff would then 
consist of large numbers of relative inexperienced students and volunteers on basic subsistence 
and accommodation, and many large rural archaeological projects connected to regular gravel 
extraction and quarrying activity would be organised around an annual summer season to take 
advantage of both the weather and a student and volunteer work force (Jones 1984: 62 - 79).  (A 
noted exception was the Mucking excavation (1965 to 1978) in Essex which continued through 
the winter (Participant Interview 18).)  Most regional archaeological units developed their own 
recording systems to cope with the large numbers of relative inexperienced students and 
volunteers, and these usually involved some form of higher level description, so for example the 
students and volunteers would produce basic descriptions, and then Site Assistants or Area 
{ǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ΨŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ Ŏǳǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ Ŧƛlls, 
ƻǊ ΨǎŜƎƳŜƴǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǘŜǊ-ŎǳǘǘƛƴƎ ŘƛǘŎƘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻǊ ΨŘƛǘŎƘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ 
the entire line of a single ditch to ensure that the chronological sequence remained consistent 
(Participant Interview 18: 44.00 - 46.00). 

 

By the late 1фтлΩǎ ǘƘƛǎ archaeological methodology had become known as Strip, Map and Record, 
and it still remains the standard methodology for large rural archaeological projects, although it 
now involves pre-excavation trial trenches, a less hierarchical recording system based roughly 
around the recording methodology of the Central Excavation Unit (Hammer 1992,  cited in 
Chadwick 1998: 4;  Participant Interview 06: 48 - 49), and a fully professional work force. 

 

 

URBAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL PROJECTS    (The early 1970ôs) 

The main town based archaeological units which developed excavation and recording techniques 
for urban archaeological projects were: 

 

The Winchester Archaeological Unit (the WAU),  set up 1970 as an offshoot of the original Winchester 
Research Unit, and closely linked to the Southampton Archaeological Unit which developed from a rescue 
ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǘŜŀƳ ōŀǎŜŘ ŀǘ {ƻǳǘƘŀƳǇǘƻƴ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ мфслΩ ŀƴŘ ŜŀǊƭȅ мфтлΩǎΦ 

The Department of Urban Archaeology (the DUA),  set up in London originally by the Guildhall Museum in 
1972, and then integrated into the Museum of London in 1975 along with the Department of Greater 
London Archaeology (DGLA). 
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The York Archaeological Trust (YAT),  set up in 1972 by a former member of the Southampton 
Archaeological Unit, and which developed close links with both the local planning department which 
provided advance warning of redevelopment projects and the local University of York (Jones 1984: 135). 

 

Urban archaeological projects resulted from major redevelopment or construction projects, and 
initially depended upon the attitude of the local town councils and whether the local planning 
department included time for an archaeological excavation as a condition for the issuing of 
planning permission.  In the early 1970's this tended to produce an all or nothing situation, with 
either a large long-term archaeological project (up to a year in some cases (Participant Interview 
07: 25)) or no archaeological excavation, depending upon the size and location of the 
development and direct negotiations between the developers and the local planning 
department.  Towns with a recognised heritage and an established tourist industry usually had a 
more sympathetic planning department, and so tended to insist upon more archaeological 
excavations and more time for those archaeological excavations to be completed.  The 
archaeological stratigraphy in these locations was very complex and varied in depth depending 
upon the local typography and any later destruction such as cellars or basements, with deposits 
up to 6.00m deep in some areas of London around the River Walbrook or at Coppergate in York.  
The depth and complexity of urban archaeological stratigraphy meant that usually there was 
always pressure to fully complete urban excavations before construction started, and urban 
archaeological projects therefore became an exercise in establishing priorities and making the 
most efficient and effective use of the limited resources available. 

 

The archaeological methodology which initially developed to cope with these working conditions 
also built upon existing excavation and recording techniques, particularly those developed on the 
large research excavations undertaken by the Winchester Excavation Committee ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфслΩǎΦ  
This archaeological methodology also relied upon large open area excavations, and identifying 
and understanding archaeological deposits and structures in plan and sequence.  This involved 
initial machining to remove all later disturbance, including basements, cellars, service runs and all 
other modern features, and then initial cleaning by shovel scraping and towelling.  The cleaned 
areas would then be photographed and a pre-excavation Composite Plan would be produced 
clearly indicating areas of modern disturbance.  Following initial planning individual deposits 
would be recorded and excavated starting with the removal or isolation of all visible negative 
features, such as rubbish pits or cess pits, this would leave a number of horizontal layers which 
ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŦƻǊƳ ŀ ΨǇƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ŀƴŘ these layers would then be cleaned and 
photographed, and a Composite Phase Plan would be produced (Harris 1989: 86 - 95;  see also  
Participant Interview 08: 5 - 6).  After planning these layers would then be carefully excavated, 
thus revealing more negatƛǾŜ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ΨǇƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǳƴŘŜǊƴŜŀǘƘΣ ǎƻ ŀ ŦƻǊƳ 
of stratigraphic sequence ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ōȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ 
ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ  Lƴ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǇǊƻŎŜŜŘ ǳƴǘƛƭ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎǘǊŀtigraphy 
ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ƳƻǊŜ 
attention than others depending upon the time available.  This frequently meant that post-
medieval deposits were removed along with the modern disturbance, and if time ran out the 
earliest deposits would either be left in the ground or the area of excavation would be reduced. 

 

This archaeological methodology also required large numbers of archaeologists, however, urban 
archaeological projects were entirely dependent upon both the agreement of the developers and 
the timing of a construction project, and could not therefore be organised in the same way as 
seasonal research excavations or rural excavations which relied upon a large number of students 
and volunteers.  This meant that urban archaeological projects had to employ professional 
archaeologists who could work to deadlines, and the more urban archaeological experience 
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those individuals had the more likely they were to be employed.  The large hierarchical semi-
professional staff structures which had operated on earlier urban excavations were therefore 
gradually replaced by smaller teams of professional archaeologists with a single Site Supervisor to 
co-ordinate activity and a number of experienced Site Assistants who would both excavate and 
record deposits either independently or in small groups.  Students and volunteers were still 
occasionally used, however, their role was restricted to finds processing and assisting Site 
Assistants until they had gained sufficient experience to become Site Assistants themselves. 

 

These working conditions and employment policy meant that the professional archaeologists 
who worked on urban archaeological projects soon became urban archaeological specialists, and 
this contributed to the rapid development of urban archaeology. 
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF URBAN ARCHAEOLOGY    (The mid 1970ôs to late 1970ôs) 

.ȅ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ мфтлΩǎ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ standard urban archaeological 
methodology was far too simplistic for most urban archaeological sites, and that the amount and 
the complexity of urban archaeological stratigraphy made it practically impossible to accurately 
ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ Composite Phase Plans 
therefore repreǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƴƻǘ ŀ ΨǇƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ōǳǘ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǎǘŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ 
process, and large numbers of individual deposits were either only partially planned or were not 
planned at all.  This created considerable problems during post-excavation when the Plans and 
Sections were checked and when additional dating evidence was available from the finds, initial 
ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŜƴ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ΨǇƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ tƭŀƴǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ōŜ 
reconstructed from the fragmentary information available.  The standard urban archaeological 
methodology therefore gradually changed, and greater emphasis was placed upon identifying 
ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘǎΣ ƴƻǘ ŀǎ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ōǳǘ ŀǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ Ψ/ƻƴǘŜȄǘǎΩ 
which would then be recƻǊŘŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ǎƳŀƭƭ ΨƻǾŜǊƭŀȅΩ tƭŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƛǘǘŜŘ ƛƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ ΨǇƘŀǎŜ 
ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ tƭŀƴǎ (Participant Interview 07: 6 - 7).  This increased the overall speed of 
excavation by allowing archaeologists to record and remove individual deposits without having to 
ǿƻǊǊȅ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ΨǇƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƳŀŘŜ ƛǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ŀ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ 
stratigraphic sequence ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ƳƻǊŜ ŎŀǊŜŦǳƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ 
post-excavation, although it did also mean that most urban excavations were now no longer 
ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘŜŘ Ψƛƴ ǇƘŀǎŜΩΦ 

 

.ȅ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ мфтлΩǎ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǳǊōŀƴ archaeological projects could 
not be used as representative samples of wider areas, and there was a growing realisation that 
every site was different and important, and that many smaller redevelopment projects were 
being missed (Jones, 1984: 80 - 96).  Large urban archaeological projects were arranged by 
mutual agreement and consent, usually with municipal or large institutional developers who 
were able to provide time for archaeological excavations in exchange for favourable publicity.  
However, the growing realisation that every site had to be examined meant dealing with less 
amenable and more commercially minded developers who were reluctant to have large long-
term archaeological excavations holding up construction work. 

 

This situation was partially clarified following the Hoveringham Gravels Ltd. vs Secretary of State 
for the Environment court case in 1975.  The gravel company, Hoveringham Gravels Ltd. 
attempted to claim composition after a preservation order had been place on Berry Mound 
/ŀƳǇΣ ²ƻǊŎŜǎǘŜǊǎƘƛǊŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘ ΨƘŜƭŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ŀƳǇΩǎ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 
importance, there was no reasonable prospect that the company would ever have been able to 
obtain planning permission ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩ 
(http://www.scotcourts.gov.uk/opinions/2005CSIH73.html  (accessed  2013)), so there were no 
ΨƛƴƧǳǊƛƻǳǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎΩ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊŘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ōȅ 
implication this also confirmed that local planning departments could refuse planning permission 
on purely archaeological grounds (Participant Interview 05: 12).  Many archaeological units 
therefore started to appoint individual archaeologists to act as local Archaeological Monitors 
(occasionally referred to as Planning Officers) who would check new planning applications and 
advise local planning departments ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΩ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƻǊ 
locations and whether some form of archaeological excavation should take place (Participant 
Interview 05: 24 - 25), and though negotiations between developers and local planning 
departments could become more acrimonious, the number of smaller sites gradually increased. 

http://www.scotcourts.gov.uk/opinions/2005CSIH73.html
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In Winchester and York the high public profile of earlier excavation and the then ongoing 
Coppergate excavation in York meant that their planning departments were able to insist upon 
adequate time for open area excavations, however, in other towns and cities urban excavations 
usually had strict time constraints and occasionally had restricted areas of excavation. 

 

In the City of London the rate of redevelopment was increasing with the construction of mainly 
speculative office blocks.  The construction cost of these office blocks was extremely high, but 
the developers expected to make equally high returns from office rentals.  To realise these 
expected returns the developers had to limit construction time as much as possible, so 
construction projects were planned and timetabled in meticulous detail, and the developers 
could expect to lose large amounts of money if archaeologists held up construction for even a 
short period of time.  Since 1974 The Corporation of the City of London had ensured that 
archaeological investigations were carried out in advance of all redevelopment work (Jones 1984: 
130), so there was no way of avoiding an archaeological excavation, however, the developers 
soon realised that it was more cost effective to provide the archaeologists with additional funds 
for extra staff, and so reduce the amount of time those archaeologists were on site (Participant 
Interview 14: 23.00).  This produced unique local working conditions in which the amount of time 
on site was usually very limited, but funding was less of a problem (Aitchison 2012: 63). 

 

Both the growing number and complexity of urban archaeological projects and the growing time 
constraints placed upon them by the developers also highlighted the need for a more systematic 
method of recording the specific information required to interpret urban archaeological 
stratigraphy during post-excavation.  This led to the gradual introduction of various types of pre-
ǇǊƛƴǘŜŘ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ŎŀǊŘǎ ƻǊ ΨContext SheetsΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ Site Notebooks as the main means of 
preserving a written description (Participant Interview 18: 12.00).  They were first developed on 
ǘƘŜ ²ǊƻȄŜǘŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ ƳƛŘ мфтлΩǎ ό.ŀǊƪŜǊ мфунύΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ 
have been developed independently by Museum of London (Department of Urban Archaeology) 
on the General Post Office excavation in 1975 (Spence 1993: 25;  see also  Participant Interview 
07: 6 - 20).  The use of these numbered Context Sheets ensured that all the relevant information 
from each and every Context was recorded and that there was a level of consistency between the 
recording of individual archaeologists, and they also established a clear physical division between 
the recording of specific information on-site and the later interpretation of that information.  By 
ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ мфтлΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ archaeological units were using individual pre-printed forms or Sheets to 
record individual archaeological Contexts, including specialist Masonry Sheets, Timber Sheets and 
Skeleton Sheets. 

 

Most archaeological units also developed their own distinct Documentation Systems designed to 
explain how to fill out these Context Sheets and maintain the standard of documentation, as well 
as ensuring continuity of recording between both individual archaeologists and different 
archaeological projects.  These Documentation Systems developed to control all aspects of the 
recording procedure, and a number were eventually published or at least disseminated in the 
form of archaeological unit site manuals. 

 

These improvements in the standard and consistency of on-site recording also led to a number of 
significant advances in recording methodology.  The first of these was the Matrix System which 
was developed by the Winchester Archaeological Unit ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ мфтлΩǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜƴ 
published as Principles of Archaeological Stratigraphy by Edward Harris in 1979.  This system 



THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL POST-EXCAVATION WITHIN BRITISH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY 

 

46 | P a g e 

 

used a form of two dimensional flowchart or Stratigraphic Matrix to depict the sequence in which 
individual Contexts were deposited, and this enabled the archaeologist to visualise and 
manipulate the complex stratigraphic sequences encountered on urban excavations (Harris 1989;  
Harris, Brown and Brown 1993;  Participant Interview 07: 9).  This was initially presented as a 
post-excavational technique to be used during interpretation, however, over the years it has 
changed and been improved, and eventually became the main method of both recording and 
interpreting complex archaeological stratigraphy. 

 

Around the same time the Museum of London (Department of Urban Archaeology) used the 
second stage of the General Post Office excavation (GPO75) to test and develop a Single Context 
Recording System (Spence 1993;  Participant Interview 07;  see also  Harris 2013). 
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The General Post Office excavation started in 1975, and was grant fund by the Department of the 
Environment and completed by 30 to 40 archaeologists from the Museum of London (Department of 
Urban Archaeology) in two separate stages in about a year on a derelict bomb site which had previously 
been part of the General Post Office building on King Edward Street, near St Paul's Cathedral.  The first 
stage of the excavation consisted of three main elements, a large north/south trench which ran the length 
of the site, a northern area by Angel Street (the northern boundary of the site), and a larger southern area 
about 50.0m by 30.0m north/south on the corner of Newgate Street (the southern boundary of the site) 
and King Edwards Street (the western boundary of the site) which contained walls from the early 
medieval church of St Nicholas Shambles and over 200 medieval skeletons cut into an earlier 'dark earth' 
deposit (http:/ /blog.museumoflondon.org.uk/laarc-vip7-what-is-gpo75/  (accessed  2014);  
http://archive.museumoflondon.org.uk/laarc/catalogue/siteinfo.asp?id=1851&code=GPO75  (accessed  
2014);  http://www.hobleysheroes.org.uk/Ken_Dash_Photos.html  (accessed  2014)).  The second stage 
of the excavation consisted of a 25.0m by 20.0m north/south area in the south/west corner of the site 
which continued the excavation beneath the church and the 'dark earth' deposit, and this trench 
contained evidence of a number of 1st and 2nd century Roman buildings which were excavated down to 
the top of natural deposits, giving a total of about 2.0m of urban archaeological stratigraphy below 
basement levels (Participant Interview 07: 10 - 11, 25).  The complex urban archaeological stratigraphy 
encountered in this second stage had initially been excavated by using slots and then relying upon 
Sections to establish the stratigraphic sequence, however, this excavation methodology proved 
ineffective and it was therefore changed to open area excavation and identifying, recording and 
excavating each individual Context in plan (Participant Interview 07: 8 - 11). 

 

Each Context was therefore identified and recorded on individual Context Sheets, and then specific 
Contexts (walls, layers and cuts) were planed and levelled in isolation at their maximum extent (once all 
overlying deposits had been removed), and this became the basic planning policy of drawing only one 
Context on every Plan, or Single Context Planning (fills were not planed because they were contained 
within cuts, and Section were only used across certain cut features to record the sequence of fills 
(Participant Interview 07: 20)) (Westerman 1994).  These Single Context Plans were drawn on pre-printed 
permatrace within a 5.0m by 5.0m planning square, so if a particular Context extended outside a specific 
5.0m by 5.0m planning square then that Context would be recorded on two or more planning sheets 
(Participant Interview 07: 13 - 14).  The stratigraphic sequence was then reconstructed by overlaying 
Single Context Plans and establishing the sequential relationships between individual Contexts within 
each 5.0m by 5.0m planning square, and then using these sequential relationships to produce a Plan 
Matrix (a mini Stratigraphic Matrix for that specific 5.0m by 5.0m planning square) (Participant Interview 
07: 13 - 18).  These individual Plan Matrixes were then merged and tied together by removing redundant 
sequential relationships, and so eventually producing the final Stratigraphic Matrix (Participant Interview 
07: 14 - 19). 

 

This was the first large scale use of the Single Context Recording System (Participant Interview 07: 5) and 
it proved to be far more successful than either Composite Planning or slots and Sections at establishing a 
stratigraphic sequence (Participant Interview 07: 20 - 21).  It also allowed a large number of 
archaeologists to identify, record and excavate individual Contexts at the same time and then co-ordinate 
the records that they had produced (Participant Interview 07: 6 - 7), and it was therefore adopted by the 
Museum of London (Department of Urban Archaeology) as the basis for their Documentation System and 
was used on all their later excavations. 

 

Figure 4:  The General Post Office, London. 

 

CASE STUDY  1:    THE GENERAL POST OFFICE, LONDON 
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The local working conditions that were developing in London ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ ǘƻ ƭŀǘŜ мфтлΩǎ were 
amongst the most complicated in Britain, not only from an archaeological perspective, but also 
due to the organisational and logistical problems caused by having to complete an archaeological 
excavation as part of a major urban construction project.  In these circumstances funding may 
not have been a major problem, but time on site was, and many sites therefore became pre-
demolition excavations in cellars and basements and then a very rapid post-demolition 
excavation involving large numbers of professional archaeologists, followed by a relatively long 
post-excavation project to tie all the records together.  The Documentation System that 
developed in these circumstances was therefore one which placed emphasis upon quick and 
accurate planning and recording on site, as in theory the stratigraphic sequence could be 
reconstructed during post-excavation by overlaying the Single Context Plans and establishing the 
sequential relationships between individual Contexts (Participant Interview 07: 13). 

 

In practice it was never quite that simple or that easy.  As each Context was planed and levelled 
on its own and in isolation, it was perfectly possible to identify, record and excavate a Context 
without having to considering what that Context represented, how it fitted in with the rest of the 
archaeological stratigraphy or whether it was a real individual Context or not, and as all 
sequential relationships were then established, not from direct observations made on site, but by 
overlaying the Single Context Plans (Participant Interview 07: 18 - 19) any slight error in planning 
or levelling could create either an incorrect stratigraphic sequence which corresponded to the 
Plans but not to the original archaeological stratigraphy, or two or more sets of contradictory 
Plans and no way of telling where the error may have occurred, especially if the sequential 
relationships were established during post-excavation.  For the Single Context Recording System 
to work it was therefore necessary for every Single Context Plan to be 100% accurate every time 
as the stratigraphic sequence was only as accurate as the original planning, and this was 
particularly true when trying to establish 'abuts' relationships and the top of a construction cut 
(Participant Interview 07: 23 - 24), as any small mistakes in locating individual Plans could create 
a completely different stratigraphic sequence.  The 5.0m by 5.0m planning squares also tended to 
divide large sites up into arbitrary planning areas, frequently excavated by individual 
archaeologists in isolation, and the identification and planning of individual Contexts in isolation, 
along with the use of 5.0m by 5.0m planning squares and Plan Matrixes also tended to produced 
large, complex and unstructured Stratigraphic Matrixes.  However, in 1980 the Single Context 
Recording System (also referred to as Single Context Planning) was published in the original 
Department of Urban Archaeology Site Manual, and the later editions, particularly the DUA Site 
Manual published in 1990 and the red ring-binder MoLAS Site Manual published in 1994, then 
became the basis for the Documentation Systems used on most urban excavations. 

 

In the mid to late 197лΩǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƛƴ 
London and York, to develop many of the logistical techniques which are now routinely used on 
urban archaeological excavations.  These included the use of shoring and hoists to excavate deep 
trenches safely and efficiently, the use of lighting to excavate sites inside standing buildings, and 
perhaps most significantly the techniques developed for dealing with complex waterfront 
excavations and for recording waterlogged timbers (see  'On the Waterfront'  (1984)  BBC Two 
Television).  The amount of organic deposits recovered from waterlogged sites in the city of York 
eventually led to the establishment of a specialist environmental laboratory at the University of 
York (Jones 1984: 135).  These advances in excavational methodology extended both the range of 
archaeological excavations and the type of deposits covered by the Documentation Systems, as 
well as the type of sites that could be excavated. 
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By 1979 publicity and public pressure finally had an effect, and in April 1979 one of the last acts 
of the then Labour government was to pass the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas 
Act 1979. 

 

Department of the Environment  (1979)  Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979.  London: 
Department of the Environment. 

 

This Act consolidated earlier archaeological legislation, and under Part II of the Act the historic 
centres of specific towns or cities could be designated as Areas of Archaeological Importance (AM 
and AA Act 1979: paragraph 33).  This would require developers to notify the local Archaeological 
Monitors six weeks in advance of undertaking any work within the Area of Archaeological 
Importance, regardless of whether they requiring planning permission or not (AM and AA Act 
1979: paragraph 35.1).  The Archaeological Monitors could then serve an operations notice, 
which would permit archaeologists an 18 week period for archaeological investigation following 
either the end of the six week period or the clearance of the site (AM and AA Act 1979: 
paragraph 38.4), so in effect the local Archaeological Monitor could block work on a site for a six 
month period.  This gave local archaeological units the time they needed to organise and 
undertake preliminary archaeological excavations with the possibility of negotiating additional 
time if significant archaeological remains were uncovered.  However, Part II of the Act was never 
enacted in Wales (Participant Interview 05: 8) or Scotland, and under the changing political and 
commercial coƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ мфулΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ /ŀƴǘŜǊōǳǊȅΣ /ƘŜǎǘŜǊΣ 9ȄŜǘŜǊΣ IŜǊŜŦƻǊŘ ŀƴŘ ¸ƻǊƪ 
applied to have their historic city centres classified as Areas of Archaeological Importance (see 
also  Jones 1984: 151). 

 

In 1980 the changing political and commercial conditions also affected the Department of the 
Environment funding, which switched from the direct annual funding of individual archaeological 
units (occasionally termed core funding) to the grant funding of specific archaeological projects 
of limited scope, duration and cost (Andrews and Thomas 1995: 185;  Aitchison 2012: 63).  This 
allowed the Department of the Environment to exercise more control over both total spending 
and the management of individual archaeological projects, as well as permitting them to allocate 
funds to archaeological projects ǿƘƛŎƘ ΨǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŦƻǊ ƳƻƴŜȅ ƛƴ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǘŜǊƳǎΩ 
(Andrews and Thomas 1995: 185;  see also  Participant Interview 09: 11). 
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THE CONSOLIDATION OF URBAN ARCHAEOLOGY    (The 1980ôs) 

.ȅ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ мфулΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ excavation and recording techniques developed in the mid to late 
мфтлΩǎ ƘŀŘ ōŜcome accepted as standard practice, and were incorporated into the standard 
urban archaeological methodology.  However, most archaeological units still developed their own 
Documentation Systems specifically designed and adapted to suit their own local working 
conditions.  These differences included variations in both the structure and application of the 
Documentation System, and most noticeably in the design and layout of the Context Sheets.  This 
included the specific information recorded on the Context Sheets, the amount of space allocated 
on the Sheets for each entry, whether the recording was done as multiple choice or free text, and 
the system of cross referencing Plans, Sections, photos and finds, as well as more fundamental 
differences in how the Sheets were actually used.  So for example, the Winchester Archaeological 
Unit defined individual Contexts on stratigraphic descriptions (Layer Sheets / Fill Sheets / Cut 
Sheets), whereas the Museum of London (Department of Urban Archaeology) defined individual 
Contexts on physical descriptions (Deposit Sheets / Cut Sheets) (Participant Interview 19: 56.00), 
and this difference may be explained by different local working conditions and the ²!¦Ωǎ 
emphasis upon establishing the stratigraphic sequence and the 5¦!Ωǎ emphasis upon the speed 
of recording.  York Archaeological Trust adopted the Single Context Recording System in 1983 
(Participant Interview 09: 5 - 6), and their Context Sheets tended to be simpler but contained 
more written stratigraphic information (Pearson and Williams 1993: figure 6.1). 

 

The Winchester Archaeological Unit also grouped individual Contexts (which were increasingly 
referred to as Stratigraphic Unitsύ ƛƴǘƻ ΨFeaturesΩ ǘƻ ƭƛƴƪ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƭƭǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŎǳǘΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
recording technique had developed on earlier rural excavations, and provided an additional 
ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ΨFeature SheetsΩ ŦƛƭƭŜŘ ƻǳǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ {ƛǘŜ {ǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ ƻƴ ǎƛǘŜΦ  
By the mid мфулΩǎ ǘƘŜ Feature Sheets had been dropped, however, this had developed into 
grouping a number of closely related Contexts (or Stratigraphic Units), such as all the fills from a 
single cut or the cut, foundation and upstanding masonry of a single wall into a single 
Stratigraphic Events on site, and then placing those individual Stratigraphic Unit numbers within a 
single box on the Stratigraphic Matrix (Participant Interview 19: 56.30).  This two stage process 
(first identifying individual Stratigraphic Units and their relationships within a Stratigraphic Event, 
and then identifying the relationships between individual Stratigraphic Events) lessened the 
overall number of variables and sequential relationships, and so made it far easier to structure 
and construct a running Stratigraphic Matrix which established the stratigraphic sequence on site 
during the excavation (Participant Interview 19: 56.45). 

 

The Winchester Archaeological Unit had also developed a Multi Context Recording System in 
which every Context was still planned and levelled at its maximum extent (once all overlying 
deposits had been removed), but more than one Context could appear on the same Plan 
(providing they did not overlap), and planning conventions where then used to indicate the 
physical and sequential relationships with the surrounding Contexts (Participant Interview 19: 
57.20).  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ōƻǘƘ ΨŎǳǘ ōȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŀōǳǘǎΩ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
eliminated any problems caused by slight planning errors, as well as providing a check on the 
sequential relationships shown on the Stratigraphic Matrix (Participant Interview 19: 58.10).  The 
Winchester Archaeological Unit also made more use of Sections, again to provide a check on the 
physical and sequential relationships shown on the Stratigraphic Matrix. 
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±ŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ΨFinds SheetsΩ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ 
artefacts and ecofacts from a particular context, or to record the recovery of particular types of 
evidence, such as environmental samples.  This information could also be recorded either on 
existing Context Sheets as bulk finds, specific finds (also referred to as small finds), bulk samples 
and specific samples, or on separate finds lists or registers, such as a small finds register or a 
samples register.  Environmental samples usually had separate recording Sheets which were then 
used during processing, however, the complexity of these Sheets could also create problems and 
the prospect of having to fill out a particularly compreƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ Ψ9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ {ŀƳǇƭŜ {ƘŜŜǘΩ 
could frequently discouraged the taking of samples. 

 

The use of these Documentation Systems allowed each archaeologist direct control over the 
planning, recording and excavation of individual Contexts (or Stratigraphic Units), and this 
allowed individual archaeologists to work either independently or in small groups.  This then 
reinforced both the need for and the employment of experienced professional field 
archaeologists, and the non-hierarchical staff structure on urban archaeological excavations, so 
other than a Site Supervisor (or Senior Archaeologist in the Museum of London (Department of 
Urban Archaeology)) to co-ordinate activity, all other work on site was undertaken by 
experienced Site Assistants (or Field Archaeologists in the Museum of London (Department of 
Urban Archaeology)) (Spence 1993), with an occasionally on-site Finds Supervisor on larger 
archaeological projects to document and process the recovered artefacts and ecofacts. 

 

Another development which had significant long-term consequences was the introduction of Job 
Creation Schemes (JCSύ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ мфтлΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Manpower Services Commission (the MSC) 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ ƳƛŘ мфулΩǎ (Participant Interview 06: 7 - 8).  These were 
government backed employment projects designed to lower unemployment figures by forcing 
the long-term unemployed (defined as those aged 18 - 24 who had been unemployed for more 
than six months and those aged 25 and over who had been unemployed for more than a year) 
onto a one year long Community Program (a CP), including working for archaeological units on 
archaeological excavations.  This introduced archaeological excavation to a large number of 
people from a variety of backgrounds who would not otherwise have become involved in 
archaeology, and it also provided them with an element of on the job training in practical field 
archaeology.  Inevitably a lot of these individuals were not suited to archaeological excavation, 
however, a significant number eventually became professional field archaeologists after their 
projects had ŦƛƴƛǎƘŜŘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭΩ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎΦ 

 

The number of individuals employed on these archaeological Manpower Services Commission 
schemes grew steadily throughout the ŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ ƳƛŘ мфулΩǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƻƳŜ ǎƛǘŜǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ 
ƎǊŀƴǘκŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǎǘŀŦŦŜŘ ōȅ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ΨŎƛǊŎǳƛǘ ŘƛƎƎŜǊǎΩ ƻƴ short-term contracts 
and with additional archaeological volunteers depending upon the type of project, and with 
others sites being designated as long-term MSC projects (where the developer was able to 
provide long-term access to the area) and these may have also include MSC post-excavation 
projects run at the same time as the excavation (Participant Interview 01: 4;  Participant 
Interview 06: 7 - 11). 

 



THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL POST-EXCAVATION WITHIN BRITISH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY 

 

52 | P a g e 

 

 

Ψ.ȅ мфус ǘƘŜ MSC provided funding of £4.8 million for archaeology, compared to £5.9 million from 
the Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission (Crump 1987), and in September 1986 there 
were 1,790 places on archaeological projects through the CPsΦΩ 

(Everill 2009: 28) 

 

However, between 1987 and 1988 government policy changed and the Manpower Services 
Commission started to lose various functions, and first it stopped providing additional project 
funding for equipment and office facilities, and then by the end of 1988 it had stopped funding all 
archaeological projects and archaeological units had to look for other methods of funding 
archaeological excavations (Participant Interview 01: 4;  Participant Interview 05: 10 - 11). 

 

One of the side effects of the Manpower Services Commission schemes was that it changed the 
type of archaeologist that were being employed by archaeological units.  The employment of 
professional field archaeologists at this time tended to be based upon good references and the 
amount of practical experience an individual had on site, and as former members of the 
Manpower Services Commission schemes were known and had at least one year's digging 
experience they were frequently offered jobs before much better qualified but much less 
experienced archaeological graduates. 

 

This tendency then became self-reinforcing as those with more practical experience were given 
jobs, and those with jobs gained more practical experience.  The former members of the 
Manpower Services Commission schemes therefore went on to form a large proportion of the 
ΨŎƛǊŎǳƛǘ ŘƛƎƎŜǊǎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ core staff of many archaeological 
units, with the Museum of London in particular employing large numbers of experienced ex-MSC 
staff in the building boom that followed the deregulation of the financial markets in 1987. 

 

This employment policy was one of the many factors which contributed to an increasing divide 
between academic research archaeology and professional rescue archaeology (particularly urban 
ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅύ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ мфтлΩǎ ŀƴŘ мфулΩǎΦ  !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎŎǳŜ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
used similar methodologies, both branches of the profession developed in different directions as 
a result of operating in different circumstances and with different objectives and priorities, and in 
many ways this divergence also became a separation of theoretical academic archaeology from 
practical field archaeology.  As the academic Richard Bradley described it in an article in 2006: 

 

ΨCƻǊ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ŦƻǊǘȅ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƳŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǘǿƻ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ŦƛŜƭŘ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΥ 
one devoted to academic research and the other to the documentation of antiquities threatened 
with destruction.  Each is undertaken by different people, funded by different sponsors and their 
results are disseminated in different ways.  The contrasts between them seem so pervasive that it 
ƛǎ ǘŜƳǇǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜƳ ŀǎ ǘǿƻ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜǎΦΩ 

(Bradley 2006: 1) 

 

The primary aims of most academic research excavations were to provide a training exercise for 
students, and to produce some form of academic publication written by the Site Director as a 
method of gaining academic credit ŀƴŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŎŀǊŜŜǊΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ΨƎƻƻŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ 
establishing both the significance of a particular site and the academic reputation of a particular 
individual.  The main priority was therefore the completion of an archaeological interpretation 
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and a traditional academic Archaeological Publication, so the standard of the archaeological 
recording and the final Site Archive may then have become of secondary importance.  This also 
produced a general tendency to see each archaeological excavation as a single self contained 
experiment with specific short-term aims and objectives, which could make it difficult to re-
interpret the results of an academic research excavation in the light of additional archaeological 
information or future archaeological discoveries. 

 

The primary aim of professional rescue excavations was to ensure that as much of the remaining 
archaeological stratigraphy was excavated and accurately recorded as possible before it was 
destroyed by the developer.  The standard of the archaeological records completed on site was 
therefore the main priority along with the production and long-term preservation of an ordered, 
indexed and internally consistent Site Archive, so the completion of an archaeological 
interpretation and an academic publication may then have become of secondary importance, as 
in theory this was dependent only upon the existing archaeological records and so could be done 
at any time in the future.  This also produced a general tendency to see all archaeological 
excavation as a small part of a bigger picture with a long-term commitment to recording for 
posterity. 

 

These differing aims and objectives then effected not only the archaeological recording produced 
on site, but also the type of archaeological documentation produced during post-excavation, so 
although both academic archaeology and professional archaeology used the same traditional 
academic approach to archaeological publication, over time the way those academic principles 
were applied in practice within professional archaeology gradually changed. 
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1.2    ARCHAEOLOGICAL POST-EXCAVATION AND INTERPRETATION 
 

The traditional academic approach to archaeological publication can best be summarised by the 
following introductory paragraph: 

 

Ψ{ƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ ƴƛƴŜǘŜŜƴǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅΣ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ process of 
archaeological excavation.  Because it is destructive, excavation has been considered to place an 
inescapable duty on those who do it to restore what has been destroyed through a published 
ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ƴƻǿ ŀƴŘ ǘƻƳƻǊǊƻǿΦ  ¦ƴŘŜǊƭȅƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǇǳōƭication as 
ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ŀƴ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘŜŘ ǎƛǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ƛǘǎ 
ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ǊŜƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘ ƛǘΦΩ 

(Jones 2001: section 1.1) 

 

This traditional academic approach to archaeological publication thus established both the basic 
ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ Ψpreservation by publicationΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ 
of archaeological evidence done on site and the subjective interpretation of that archaeological 
evidence done during post-excavation. 

 

The structure of a traditional academic Archaeological Publication therefore also reflected this 
basic division by separating an objective description of the archaeological evidence, from a 
subjective interpretation of the archaeological evidence presented in the description, so the 
structure of an Archaeological Publication was seen as first presenting the evidence, and then 
presenting a possible interpretation of that evidence. 

 

An element of academic credibility was introduced by ensuring that these separate sections were 
mutually supportive, so the interpretation should fully explain the archaeological evidence 
presented in the description, and the description should present sufficient archaeological 
evidence to justify the interpretation, and it should then be possible to check the validity of 
individual interpretations by referring back to the description of the relevant archaeological 
evidence.  Therefore, in theory, if the archaeological records produced on site were an accurate 
reflection of the archaeological evidence, and the description was an accurate reflection of the 
archaeological records, then the interpretation should be a valid interpretation of the 
archaeological evidence.  This could best be done by presenting an accurate summary of the 
archaeological records as the description, and if the archaeological records were presented as the 
description then it would also be possible to consider alternative interpretations, and if necessary 
reinterpret the archaeological evidence from the information presented within the 
Archaeological Publication.  This should indicate not only the interlinked structure of a traditional 
academic Archaeological Publication, but also the fundamental importance of the original 
ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎΣ ΨƛŦ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘΣ ǘƘŜƴ ƛǘ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘΩΦ 
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Figure 5:  The traditional approach to archaeological publication. 

 

Although the actual form and presentation of individual Archaeological Publications would have 
varied, most traditional Archaeological Publications would have followed the same basic 
structure: 

 

1 SUMMARY,  intended to outline the nature of the site and the significance of the findings, so a 
reader could easily evaluate the relevance of the publication to their particular area of interest. 

2 INTRODUCTION,  intended to set the scene by providing a detailed background to the excavation, 
including the geographical location of the site, the topology and underlying sedimentology, and 
the known historical development of the area along with the results of any previous excavations. 

3 DESCRIPTION,  intended to provide a full description of both the structural and the stratigraphic 
evidence recorded on the site in stratigraphic order starting with the earliest deposits and 
including Plans, Section and occupationally photographs, as well as the location of specific finds. 

This section was considered as a way of publishing the archaeological records produced on site. 

4 INTERPRETATION,  (or DISCUSSION),  intended to provide tƘŜ {ƛǘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ ƻǊ {ƛǘŜ {ǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊΩǎ 
personal interpretation of the archaeological evidence, including a limited number of possible 
historic dates for specific structures or deposits, usually presented within a separate section. 

Ψ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǳǎǳŀƭƭy considered to be of less value than the core description of the site, as 
ŦŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƻŦ ƳƻǊŜ ŜƴŘǳǊƛƴƎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΩ ǘƘŀƴ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ 
(Jones 2001: section 2.2.1). 

5 FINDS CATALOGUES,  (or APPENDICES),  intended to provide a full description of all the artefacts 
and ecofacts recovered from the site. 

These artefacts and ecofacts would be divided into specific categories based upon their material 
or mode of production, such as pottery, animal bone, human bone or coins.  A separate catalogue 
would then be compiled for each category by the Finds Supervisor, and in certain circumstances a 
short report would be obtained from an appropriate Finds Specialists. 

 

(adapted from  (Jones 2001: section 2.2.1)) 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
EVIDENCE 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
RECORDS 

DESCRIPTION INTERPRETATION 

AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL PUBLICATION 

THE TRADITIONAL APPROACH TO ARCHAEOLOGICAL PUBLICATION 
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(In an attempt to both analyse and explain changes in the structure of Archaeological 
Publications it is necessary to distinguish between different consecutive levels of interpretation, 
each of which would take into account different evidence and have a different burden of proof, 
that is the amount and quality of evidence that an archaeologist making a specific interpretation 
is obliged to both provide and present in support of that specific interpretation.  For detailed 
descriptions of these various levels of interpretation see  Figure 3.) 

 

Although most Archaeological Publications are a combination of different levels of interpretation, 
a traditional academic Archaeological Publication would have been a low-level interpretation 
with a high burden of proof.  So the descriptions presented within the Description Section would 
have been very close to the original archaeological records, a (LEVEL  0  interpretation), and the 
interpretations presented within the Interpretation Section would have avoided speculation and 
been restricted to both the area of excavation and what could be definitively proven by direct 
reference to the original archaeological records, basically a (LEVEL  1  interpretation) with a 
limited number of possible historic dates presented as a separate section (see  Figure 3).  This 
was done because to a certain extent the readers were expected to be fellow archaeologists, 
competent enough to both understand the Description Section, and produce their own 
interpretations, which they could then compare with the interpretations presented within the 
Interpretation Section.  The limited number of possible historic dates would have been presented 
within a separate section as dating archaeological deposits was seen as a less reliable form of 
interpretation, and integrating these possible historic dates into the rest of the text would have 
restricted future re-interpretation.  Therefore, in theory, it would be possible to re-consider or 
re-adjust the dating without having to change the rest of the publication. 

 

The actual post-excavation project needed to produce this form of Archaeological Publication 
would usually have consisted of four basic stages (see  Figure 2): 

 

 

STAGE  1 Checking the archaeological records and compiling the Description Section. 

The first part of the post-excavation project would have involved checking all the archaeological 
records to ensure that there were no errors, omissions or inconstancies.  It would then have been 
possible for the Site Director or the Site Supervisor to compile the Description Section from these 
archaeological records, starting with the earliest deposits.  (The Introduction Section may already 
have existed as background information, so that section may only have required checking and 
possibly updating.) 

 

 

STAGE  2 Identifying the finds and producing individual Finds Catalogues. 

At roughly the same time all the artefacts and ecofacts recovered from the site would have been 
processed and identified by the site Finds Supervisor, and a full Finds Catalogue along with a 
short discussion section would then have been complied for each particular category of artefact 
or ecofact.  In certain circumstances a short Specialist Finds Reports would also have been 
obtained from an appropriate Finds Specialists on either a specific object or a particular category 
of finds, such as coins or human bone, and these specialist reports would then have been 
included within the other Finds Catalogues. 
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STAGE  3 Integrating the Finds Catalogues with the Description Section. 

The Site Director or the Site Supervisor would then integrate the Finds Catalogues with the 
Description Section to form a possible interpretation, and this would have included considering 
possible historic dates. 

 

 

STAGE  4 Complete the Interpretation Section. 

The possible interpretation would thŜƴ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ 
ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻǊ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Interpretation Section, along with a limited number of 
possible historic dates.  A considerable amount of checking would then have been done to ensure 
that the Description Section was internally consistent, and that it also corresponded with the 
Interpretation Section, and finally the Summary Section would have been completed at the end 
of the post-excavation project. 

 

 

The structure of a traditional academic Archaeological Publication and the four basic stages of 
the post-excavation process were therefore the same, so the completion of the post-excavation 
process automatically produced the Archaeological Publication, and the Archaeological 
Publication automatically described and presented the post-excavation process. 

 

The Archaeological Publication was also the personal responsibility of the Site Director or the Site 
Supervisor, and was considered as both a personal obligation, and a method of gaining academic 
credit ŀƴŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŎŀǊŜŜǊΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ΨƎƻƻŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
significance of a particular site, and the archaeological reputation of a particular individual.  
These personal gains and benefits perpetuated the traditional aǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ΨǘƘŀǘ ΨǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ǳǇΩ ǿŀǎ ŀ 
ƎŜƴǘƭŜƳŀƴƭȅ ǇǳǊǎǳƛǘ ŦƻǊ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƴƻ ƻƴŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ōŜ ǇŀƛŘΩ όWƻƴŜǎ нллмΥ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ нΦоΦмύΣ ǎƻ 
post-excavation projects were constantly under-funded, even though the actual printing and 
publication costs may have been covered by local or regional archaeological journals or some 
form of publishing grant. 
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THE ESTABLISHMENT OF PRESERVATION BY PUBLICATION    (The early 1970ôs to mid 1970ôs) 

This was the approach that was adopted by the professional archaeological units in the early 
мфтлΩǎΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀŘ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭƭȅ ōŜŜƴ ǎŜǘ ǳǇ ōȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘ ƭŜŦǘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ 
academic careers (Jones 1984).  Each archaeological project would create a post-excavation 
project, the completion of which would be seen as the personal responsibility of the Site Director 
or Site Supervisor, and that individual would then produce an Archaeological Report which would 
be published either as an archaeological monograph for large archaeological projects or as an 
article in a local or regional archaeological journalΣ ōŀǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ Ψone project, one author, one 
publicationΩΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ Ψpreservation by publicationΩΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ traditional academic 
approach therefore considered archaeological publication as both a personal obligation and a 
personal opportunity, undertaken by the Site Director or Site Supervisor for professional gain or 
ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŎǊŜŘƛǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ ΨƎƻƻŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ 
the results of the excavation, but which also enhanced the reputation of both the author and the 
archaeological unit. 
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A typical example of an Archaeological Publication produced by professional archaeologists working on an 
ǳǊōŀƴ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ мфтлΩǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜΥ 

 

wƻƎŜǊǎƻƴΣ !Φ  όмфтсύ  Ψ9ȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ CǳƭƭŜǊΩǎ IƛƭƭΣ DǊŜŀǘ ¸ŀǊƳƻǳǘƘΩΣ  ƛƴ  ²ŀŘŜ-Martins, P. (ed.)  East 
Anglian Archaeology Report No. 2.  Gressenhall: The Norfolk Archaeological Unit. 

 

¢ƘŜ 9ȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ CǳƭƭŜǊΩǎ IƛƭƭΣ DǊŜŀǘ ¸ŀǊƳƻǳǘƘ was published in East Anglian Archaeology (Report No. 2, 
Norfolk) by the Norfolk Archaeological Unit in 1976.  It was a full Publication Report on an excavation 
undertaken in the summer of 1974 on the site of the former Falcons Brewery on the Great Yarmouth sand 
spit in advance of redevelopment, and was written by the Site Supervisor, Andrew Rogerson. 

 

The report was intended to both record and present archaeological information to other archaeologists 
and academics, and followed the standard structure of Archaeological Reports of the time.  This starts 
with a summary of the results, followed by the acknowledgements, the historic background including a 
description of the street pattern, an explanation of the area chosen for excavation and the method of 
excavation, and then a description of the excavation done in phase and sequence using Context numbers 
from the earliest deposits to the construction of the brewery.  This description is clear and ordered with 
limited use of low level direct interpretation such as the use of the term hearth and structure, and is all 
supported by Plans and Sections, so the stratigraphic sequence can be easily understood.  This description 
is followed by a discussion section, which contains a number of short themed essays on the structures 
identified, the amount of blown sand encountered and the possible water supply (a LEVEL  1  
interpretation).  Finally, the dating (which was done from a coin and two C14 samples) is fully discussed 
and qualified, and tentative dates of deposition are given for two phases within the sequence. 

 

All the recovered assemblage evidence has been examined by various specialists, and has been described 
and catalogued by material with illustrations.  The fish bone report by Dr Andrew Jones was the standard 
text on the subject for many years, and the medieval fishhooks form one of only two collections found in 
Britain (the other is from Dover). 

 

However, the catalogues and descriptions have been done by object type and phase, so though the 
sequence can be identified the exact physical location of the objects on site (the Context number) cannot, 
and this makes it difficult to tell which objects could be considered as forming part of the same 
Stratigraphic Assemblage and which objects were recovered from within the various structures.  
However, the method of dating was fully explained, and the Site Supervisor had completed the report to 
full publication in less than two years. 

 

Figure 6Υ  CǳƭƭŜǊΩǎ IƛƭƭΣ DǊŜŀǘ ¸ŀǊƳƻǳǘƘΦ 

 

CASE STUDY  2:    FULLERôS HILL, GREAT YARMOUTH 
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¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ ƳƛŘ мфтлΩǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǊŀǇƛŘ 
increase in both the number of sites excavated, and the complexity of the archaeological records 
produced.  This in turn led to a corresponding increase in the size and complexity of post-
excavation projects, and particularly large urban post-excavation projects.  Some of these large 
urban excavations produced thousands of Context numbers, each of which had to be checked 
and described individually in the final publication (Participant Interview 07: 34 - 36) (the Lower 
Brook Street site in Winchester excavated in various stages from 1965 to 1971 eventually 
produced over 10,000 individual Contexts (Harris 1989: 146), and GPO75 in London produced 
over 20,000 individual Contexts (Participant Interview 07: 14)), and this inevitably led to delays in 
publication. 

 

In part these delays were due to the fact that post-excavation and publication was seen as the 
personal responsibility of the Site Director or Site Supervisor, and unlike archaeological rescue 
excavation, archaeological post-excavation and publication could be undertaken at any time as it 
was dependent only upon the existing archaeological records (Participant Interview 06: 10).  This 
allowed the Site Director or Site Supervisor to postpone the start of post-excavation projects 
either for short periods of time if neighbouring areas were due to be redeveloped or if additional 
people were required on site in an emergency, or even indefinitely if post-excavation projects 
were being stockpiled to employ core staff when no excavation work was available (Participant 
Interview 08: 7 - 8).  However, given a choice many Site Directors or Site Supervisors simply 
preferred to be working out on site rather than working on their own in an office, although those 
same individuals still wanted the academic credit for the archaeological projects they had 
directed or supervised.  Regardless of whether post-excavation projects were being delayed or 
were being stockpiled the end result was still the same, and this became the start of the ever 
ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ Ψpublication backlogΩΦ 

 

The amount of time needed to complete a post-excavation project also increased due to the 
growing complexity of the archaeological records, the amount of material being recovered and 
the need to proceed to full publication, and this also created a number of project management 
problems.  Post-excavation projects were seen as a fundamental part of the archaeological 
process but were organised and funded separately from the original excavation, and as Site 
Directors and Site Supervisors were permanent core staff their time was allocated not as part of a 
specific budget, but as part of a weekly work schedule (Participant Interview 06: 7;  Participant 
Interview 10: 12).  Many post-excavation projects therefore started without a proper budget or 
an agreed completion date, and large post-excavation projects could then drag on for years 
without reaching any definite conclusion.  The same applied to finds processing and cataloguing 
which would simply start and then proceed until completion, however, the increase in the variety 
of material recovered also led to an increase in the number of Specialist Finds Reports required 
from external Finds Specialists, and that did have a direct effected upon post-excavation costs 
(Participant Interview 08: 8 - 9).  Eventually additional grant funding would have to be applied for 
from central government (Participant Interview 06: 6), and if that failed many post-excavation 
projects simply ground to a halt when priorities changed or when cut backs occurred, and this 
was not considered to be a major problem as it was assumed that post-excavation projects could 
always be re-started when more money became available, and of course in many cases things 
moved on and that never happened. 
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However, a more obvious problem was the increasing cost of publication.  The basic principle of 
Ψpreservation by publicationΩ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ 
had a direct effect upon the publication costs which were covered by local or regional 
archaeological journals or direct publishing grants.  So the rapid increase in the size and number 
of Archaeological Reports meant that archaeological journals had to either expand and publish 
larger editions which many could not afford to do, or start to become more selective over which 
reports went into the next issue, and this could then lead to further delays in the publication of 
finished reports, which in turn added to the publication backlog. 

 

(A notable exception to this traditional approach to archaeological publication was the fascicle 
publication system, which was developed by the York Archaeological Trust and was used from 
1973 onward to produce nineteen separate volumes entitled The Archaeology of York series.  
This system was intended to both aid archaeological research and speed up the publication of 
archaeological information (particularly finds information) from large archaeological excavations 
by grouping together specific aspects of either historical or archaeological research from a 
number of different archaeological sites within a single publication, so the series contains 
volumes on specific archaeological projects, as well as volumes on particularly artefact types 
done by specific period, such as Finds from Anglo-Scandinavian York, Finds from Medieval York 
and Leather and Leatherworking in Anglo-Scandinavian and Medieval York (Participant Interview 
08: 12 - 14;  Participant Interview 09: 4 - 5, 13 - 16, 19 - 22).  Similar fascicle publication systems 
were also initially adopted in Lincoln and Perth, however, they were gradually phased out and 
replaced by the more traditional archaeological project based publication system.) 
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF PRESERVATION BY RECORD    (The late 1970ôs to early 1980ôs) 

In an attempt to address these growing problems the Ancient Monument Board for England 
(Committee on Rescue Archaeology) established a six person Working Party under the 
chairmanship of Professor Sheppard Frere, and in October 1975 this Working Party produced a 
16 page report entitled Principles of Publication in Rescue Archaeology, which became widely 
ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨCǊŜǊŜ wŜǇƻǊǘΩΦ 

 

Frere, S. et al.  (1975)  Principles of Publication in Rescue Archaeology.  London: The Ancient Monuments 
Board (England) and the Department of the Environment. 

 

The Frere Report fully supported the traditional academic approach to archaeological 
publication, and defined the purpose of archaeological publication as: 

 

1 The dissemination of knowledge to other archaeologists. 

2 The preservation of knowledge for future generations. 

3 The popularisation of the results of archaeological fieldwork to strengthen public support. 

4 A means of enable archaeologists to fulfil their academic obligations and improve their 
professional standing (academic credit). 

 

However, it also clearly stated that the publication in printed form of all the details of a large 
excavation was no longer practicable (Frere 1975: section 2.1), and then attempted to reorganise 
ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨŦƻǳǊ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎΩΣ ōǳǘ 
which became widely known as the four levels of Archaeological Archive.  These were: 

 

LEVEL IV  A descriptive synthesis with supporting data and illustrations.  (A Synthesis Report) 
Selected finds and specialist reports relevant to the synthesis.  (Specialist Finds Reports) 

(This eventually became the Publication Archive.) 

 

LEVEL III  Full description of all structural and stratigraphic relationships.  (An Interim Report) 
Classified finds lists and finds drawings and all analysis.  (Finds Catalogues) 

(This eventually became the Research Archive.) 

 

LEVEL II  All the archaeological records produced on-site such as Site Notebooks, 
All Context Sheets, Plans, Sections, and photographs.  
Finds records and other documentation. 

(This eventually became the Site Archive.) 

 

LEVEL I  The site itself and general notes, old letters, previous accounts etc. 
Excavated finds. 

 

(adapted from  (Barker 1982: 229 - 230)) 
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¢ƘŜ CǊŜǊŜ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜƴ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǊŜŦƛƴŜŘΩ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ό[9±9[ L±ύ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ 
provided that both the (LEVEL II) Site Archive and the (LEVEL III) Research Archive were properly 
organised, curated and completed to a high standard, and were also readily available upon 
request, preferably in duplicate form (Frere 1975: section 2.6).  The final publication, a (LEVEL IV) 
Synthesis ReportΣ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ Ψŀ Ŧǳƭƭ presentation of the history and significance of 
ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ Ŧǳƭƭ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƳŀŘŜΩ όCǊŜǊŜ мфтрΥ 
section 2.9), and for large archaeological projects consideration should also be given to the 
publication of a (LEVEL III) Interim Report (Frere 1975: section 2.10). 

 

On the surface the Frere Report may have been seen as a relatively small change intended to 
lessen the size of the final report by raising the level of interpretation, and thereby reducing the 
overall cost of publication.  However, the Frere Report also represented a fundamental change 
ŦǊƻƳ Ψpreservation by publicationΩ ǘƻ Ψpreservation by recordΩΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
therefore no longer presented in the final publication, but were preserved ŀǎ ŀ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ΨǎŜŀƭŜŘΩ 
(LEVEL II) Site Archive, the possible interpretation then became a (LEVEL III) Research Archive, 
and the final publication became a descriptive synthesis not of the archaeological records, but of 
the possible interpretation.  (AccordƛƴƎ ǘƻ wƛŎƘŀǊŘ .ǊŀŘƭŜȅ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ Ψpreservation by recordΩ ǿŀǎ 
borrowed from the architectural recording of threatened buildings, and was first used in 
ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ Ŧŀƭƭ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳƛǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜƴ 
Department of the Environment (Bradley 2006: 6).) 

 

The Frere Report also established the concept of preservation within separate Archaeological 
Archives, and so reinforced the division between recording (the (LEVEL II) Site Archive) and 
possible interpretation (the (LEVEL III) Research Archive).  This not only added an extra synthesis 
stage to the post-excavation process, the preparation of the various Archaeological Archives also 
added to the size and complexity of post-excavation projects and created a considerably amount 
of extra work, very little of which could be easily checked (without consulting the original 
archives), and very little of which would receive any academic credit. 

 

Although it took some time for the Frere Report to become officially accepted, the 
recommendations on (LEVEL III) Interim Reports and (LEVEL IV) Synthesis Reports were finally 
implemented in England by the Inspectorate of Ancient Monuments in 1978 (DoE Advisory Note 
16), and were then reinforced in 1980 and 1981 (DoE Advisory Note 25 and 27) (Jones 2001: 
section 2.3.2).  The various local and regional archaeological journals had to change their 
publication policy sooner as a matter of necessity, and the archaeological units then had to adapt 
their post-excavation projects to fit this new publication policyΦ  .ȅ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ мфтлΩǎ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ 
principles outlined in the Frere Report and the distinction between and the definition of four 
separate levels of Archaeological Archive had become widely accepted as standard practice. 

 

These changes occurred at the same time as the development of specific post-excavation 
techniques intended to cope with the increasing size and complexity of post-excavation projects, 
so although the basic structure of a post-excavation project remained roughly the same, the 
actual post-excavation methodology gradually changed. 
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A post-excavation project therefore still consisted of four basic stages (see  Figure 2): 

 

 

STAGE  1 Checking the archaeological records and producing a possible interpretation. 

The first part of a post-excavation project would have involved checking all of the archaeological 
records produced on site to ensure that there were no errors, omissions or inconstancies.  This 
archaeological documentation would then form an ordered, indexed and internally consistent 
(LEVEL II) Site ArchiveΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ΨǎŜŀƭŜŘΩ ŀƴŘ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ ŘǳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ 
being altered or amended as it would represent the most accurate record of the original 
archaeological stratigraphy possible within the limits of the time and money available.  Although 
the site staff may have done some of this checking while they were completing their own 
archaeological records, all of the archaeological documentation should also have been re-
checked by the Site Director or the Site Supervisor. 

 

Once the Site Archive had been completed it would then have been possible for the Site Director 
or the Site Supervisor to establish some form of stratigraphic sequence by identifying either a 
ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻǊ ŀ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ (Participant 
Interview 01: 7 - 8).  This would usually have been based upon Composite Plans and would 
therefore represent a possible interpretation of the order in which individual activities may have 
occurred.  However, by the eŀǊƭȅ мфулΩǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ŘƻƴŜ ōȅ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ 
Stratigraphic Matrix which would have presented all of the sequential relationships between 
individual Contexts ƻƴ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŘƛŀƎǊŀƳΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ ƛǘ ŦŀǊ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǘƻ ōƻǘƘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ 
oŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩΣ ŀƴŘ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ 
occurred within the limits of the sequential relationships identified on site.  This sequence would 
then form the basis of a possible interpretation, and would also have become part of the (LEVEL 
III) Research Archive. 

 

At this point the Site Director or Site Supervisor may also have produced a (LEVEL III) Interim 
Report which would have described this stratigraphic interpretation starting with the earliest 
ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ Interim Reports would have 
acted as a guide to the possible interpretation, and would also have marked a point where the 
post-excavation project could come to a temporary halt while waiting for Finds Catalogues and 
Specific Finds Reports to be completed.  These Interim Reports were also occasionally published 
in less academic journals to provide immediate information on an excavation, thus producing a 
secondary level of less reliable archaeological publications. 

 

Ψ! ƎƻƻŘ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ōƻƻƪƭŜǘ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ Interim, the bulletin of the York Archaeological Trust, which  
contains conventional Interim Reports interleaved with articles on aspects of ancient York, 
specialised archaeological techniques, archaeological philosophy and politics and even profiles of 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢ǊǳǎǘΦΩ 

(Barker 1982: 249) 
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STAGE  2 Identifying the finds and producing individual Finds Catalogues. 

All artefacts and ecofacts recovered from the site would have been processed by Context, and 
then divided into specific categories based upon their material or mode of production, such as 
pottery, animal bone, human bone or coins.  A full Finds Catalogue along with a short discussion 
section would then have been compiled for each finds category by the site Finds Supervisor, 
including identifying and quantifying the individual artefacts and ecofacts by Context.  The 
identification of individual artefacts and ecofacts would have also provided additional associated 
information, such as possible function, possible location of manufacture and possible dates of 
manufacture, that is a set of bracketed dates within which a specific artefact was believed to 
have been produced.  These dates of manufacture were themselves possible interpretations, and 
would have been arrived at either as part of a process of trial and error, or from archaeological 
excavations at production sites.  For example, the Museum of London (Department of Urban 
Archaeology) were able to use dendrochronology dates from the consecutive sequences of 
ǿƻƻŘŜƴ ǊŜǾŜǘƳŜƴǘǎ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŀǘŜǊŦǊƻƴǘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ мфтлΩǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŀǊƭȅ мфулΩǎ ǘƻ 
produce possible dates of deposition for the artefact assemblages contained within the dump 
deposits behind those revetments, and then by comparing large numbers of these dated artefact 
assemblages they were able to produce possible dates of deposition for individual artefact types 
and so establish possible dates of manufacture for particular medieval pottery types, which were 
then checked by excavations at production sites (Participant Interview 15: 15.00).  As the 
identification of individual artefacts and ecofacts was a possible interpretation these Finds 
Catalogues would then have formed part of the (LEVEL III) Research Archive. 

 

In certain circumstances a short Specialist Finds Reports would also have been obtained from an 
appropriate Finds Specialists on either a specific object or a particular category of finds, such as 
Ŏƻƛƴǎ ƻǊ ƘǳƳŀƴ ōƻƴŜΦ  .ȅ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ мфтлΩǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǊŜtrieval and sampling 
techniques had also worked through to post-excavation projects, and this had led to an increase 
in both the type and quantity of finds recovered, and the amount of information that could be 
obtained from specific samples.  This in turn led to an increase in both the number of different 
Finds Specialists needed and the volume of material they had to identify and catalogue, and most 
archaeological units established their own Finds Departments staffed by a small number of 
specific Finds Specialists, such as pottery specialists or animal bone specialists. 

 

The Specialist Finds Reports produced by these Finds Specialists would have included standard 
Finds Catalogues along with a more detailed discussion section and detailed descriptions of 
specific objects, as well as additional information such as bracketed dates of manufacture.  These 
Specialist Finds Reports would go directly into the (LEVEL IV) Publication Archive and become a 
part of the (LEVEL IV) Synthesis Report. 

 

The site Finds Supervisor would then recombine finds information from Finds Catalogues and 
Specialist Finds Reports by Context, and may have also produced a short Finds Report on all the 
finds evidence, based upon a specific knowledge of the site and the specific context within which 
the artefact and ecofact evidence had been found.  This additional Finds Report would then have 
formed part of the (LEVEL III) Research Archive. 
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STAGE  3 Integrating the Finds Catalogues with the possible interpretation. 

Once the Finds Catalogues and Specialist Finds Reports had been completed it would then have 
been possible to integrate this information into the possible interpretation, and attempt to 
establish possible dates of deposition. 

 

The methodology for dating archaeological deposits varied greatly, however, most depended 
upon initially establishing possible dates of manufacture for particular artefact types, and then 
examining the distribution of those artefact types within the stratigraphic sequence using the 
logical principles of terminus post quem and terminus ante quem developed by Philip Barker in 
ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ мфтлΩǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ Techniques of Archaeological Excavation (1st edition published 
in 1977, with an expanded 2nd edition published in 1982).  This could be done either by 
considering individual artefacts, so for example a single sherd of medieval pottery within a 
deposit containing large amounts of Roman pottery would have proved that that deposit was 
medieval or later, which was the approach adopted mainly on rural archaeological projects, or by 
considering all of the finds recovered from an individual Context, so for example a single sherd of 
medieval pottery within a deposit containing large amounts of Roman pottery could have been 
dismissed as some form intrusive contamination, which was the approach adopted mainly on 
urban archaeological projects. 

 

Within some archaeological units ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ΨǎǇƻǘ ŘŀǘƛƴƎΩ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛƴ 
which the site Finds Supervisor would layout either all of the finds from each Context, or just the 
dateable artefacts from each Context, usually pottery and coins along with any C14 or 
dendrochronology dates, and then provide a bracketed set of possible dates of deposition for 
certain Contexts (Participant Interview 04: 20), that is a bracketed set of historic dates within 
which the deposit was believed to have originally been formed or deposited (Participant 
Interview 01: 10)Φ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ΨǎǇƻǘ ŘŀǘŜǎΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜƴ ōŜ ǇŀǎǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ƛǘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊ ƻǊ {ƛǘŜ 
Supervisor who would place them within the stratigraphic sequence and then adjust them in an 
attempt to identify and lessen the effects of possible intrusive or residual contamination.  Any 
ŜǊǊƻǊǎ ƻǊ ŀƴƻƳŀƭƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǇƻǘ ŘŀǘƛƴƎΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜƴ ōŜ ǎƳƻƻǘƘŜŘ ƻǳǘ ōȅ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŎƻƳōƛƴƛƴƎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ 
dates of deposition ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŘŀǘŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻǊ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ (Participant Interview 01: 15 - 16)Σ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ōȅ ǇƭŀŎƛƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ ƛƴ 
stratigraphic sequence within a local date framework consisting of consecutive Historic Periods 
dated either by centenary, such as 5th ς 6th centenary, or by specific historic dates, such as Early 
Anglo-Saxon c450AD ς c600AD (Harris 1989: figure 48 and figure 63).  This would have allowed 
ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ local date framework within the limits of 
the stratigraphic sequenceΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŘŀǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀŘ ƴƻǘ 
contained datable artefacts. 

 

Although this method of dating archaeological evidence would inevitably have affected the 
possible dates of deposition of specific ContextsΣ ƛǘ ŘƛŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀƴ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ψcontrolled 
uncertaintyΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜƴ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŀ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇǊŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎǳǊŀŎȅΦ  
The use of Historic Periods therefore prevented over precise and possibly inaccurate 
archaeological dating, as well as providing a means for clearly identifying roughly contemporary 
archaeological evidence within the limits of the stratigraphic sequence.  This dated sequence 
would then form the basis of the final interpretation, and would also have become part of the 
(LEVEL III) Research Archive. 
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These possible dates of deposition may also have been added to the (LEVEL III) Interim Report, 
particularly on rural archaeological projects where estimates of historic dates may have been 
used as a means of establishing a stratigraphic sequence.  This created a variety of (LEVEL III ½) 
Interim Reports (Lavell 1981: 103,  cited in Jones 2001: section 2.3.2) which presented various 
dated low level archaeological interpretations done either by directly dating individual Contexts 
or by Historic Period and sequence, and based upon the basic interpretation of activity in 
sequence.  Although this may have appeared to be providing additional information, in effect it 
produced a messy compromise which made it less likely that a full (LEVEL IV) Synthesis Report 
would have been completed and published. 
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STAGE  4 The completion of a Synthesis Report. 

Once a dated interpretation had been completed it would then have been possible for the Site 
Director or Site Supervisor to compile the (LEVEL IV) Synthesis Report from existing information, 
and produce the written text for the central Interpretation Section.  This would have been a 
descriptive mid-level site interpretation which attempted to reconstruct the contemporary 
physical environment and the development or decline of the area as a sequence of dated 
historical eventsΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ŀ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ΨǇƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻǊ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ ƛƴ 
Historic Periods.  All of this additional information and the text of the final (LEVEL IV) Synthesis 
Report would then have become part of the (LEVEL IV) Publication Archive.  Although the actual 
form and presentation of individual Archaeological Reports produced during the late 1фтлΩǎ ǘƻ 
ŜŀǊƭȅ мфулΩǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǾŀǊƛŜŘΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ōŀǎƛŎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΥ 

 

1 SUMMARY,  intended to outline the nature of the site and the significance of the findings, so a 
reader could easily evaluate the relevance of the publication to their particular area of study. 

2 INTRODUCTION,  (and METHODOLOGY),  intended to set the scene by providing a detailed 
background to the excavation, including the geographical location of the site, the topology and 
underlying sedimentology, and the known historical development of the area along with the 
results of any previous excavations. 

A general explanation of both the excavation methodology and the post-excavation methodology 
used may also have been included. 

3 DESCRIPTION,  (or INTERIM REPORT),  intended to provide a description of both the structural and 
the stratigraphic evidence recorded on the site based upon a basic interpretation of ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ 
ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻǊ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ in stratigraphic order starting with the earliest deposits, and 
including Plans, Section and occupationally photographs, as well as the location of specific finds, 
basically a (LEVEL  1  interpretation), or possibly a (LEVEL  2  interpretation) if dating evidence was 
integrated into the text. 

This section could have been based upon an earlier Interim Report, and may also have included 
possible historic dates. 

4 FINDS CATALOGUES,  intended to provide a full description of all the artefacts and ecofacts 
recovered from the site. 

These artefacts and ecofacts would be divided into specific finds categories based upon their 
material or mode of production, such as pottery, animal bone, human bone or coins.  A separate 
Finds Catalogue would then be compiled for each category by the Finds Supervisor, along with a 
short discussion section, and in certain circumstances a Specialist Finds Report would be obtained 
from an appropriate Finds Specialists. 

5 INTERPRETATION,  (or SYNTHESIS),  intended to provide a descriptive site interpretation which 
attempts to reconstruct the contemporary physical environment and the development or decline 
of the entire area as a sequence of dated historical events, and based upon all the dated 
archaeological information and specific documentary evidence, basically a (LEVEL  3  
interpretation). 

This section was more significant, as it presented an easily accessible interpretation of the 
archaeological evidence. 

6 CONCLUSION,  (and RECOMMENDATIONS),  intended to highlight wider implications of the most 
significant results of the excavation. 

As these documents were also intended for internal use within the archaeological unit this section 
may also have contained recommendations for improving archaeological excavation or recording 
techniques. 
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(The gradual inclusion of possible dates of deposition within the Description Section was the key 
change, as this introduced an additional level of interpretation into what had previously been a 
relatively straightforward stratigraphic interpretation.  By combining these two self supporting 
interpretations within the Description Section it then became far more difficult for the reader to 
consider possible alternative interpretations, and far easier for the Site Director or Site 
Supervisor to present a definitive description which would then support a specific interpretation.) 

 

The resulting Archaeological Report Ƴŀȅ ǘƘŜƴ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƭȅ Ψpeer reviewŜŘΩ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
archaeological unit before being passed onto the publishers where it would have been externally 
Ψpeer reviewŜŘΩ (Participant Interview 01: 24) and possibly edited, and once any corrections or 
additions had been made it would then receive a proposed publication date and would 
eventually have become an Archaeological Publication. 

 

 

 

 

These changes reduced the overall size of Archaeological Reports and therefore reduced the 
direct cost of Archaeological Publications, and this solved some of the publication problems by 
reducing the pressure on archaeological journals while maintaining the academic obligation to 
publish the results of archaeological excavations.  However, these changes had focused upon the 
more obvious problem of increasing publication costs, while adding to the actual size of post-
excavation projects, and this along with the growing number of mainly urban archaeological 
projects simply added to the more fundamental problem of the ever-increasing publication 
backlog. 

 

The publication backlog therefore remained a problem because: 

 

1 The amount and complexity of post-excavation work was increasing. 

The preparation of ordered, indexed and internally consistent Site Archives and Research Archives, as well 
as the preparation of Interim Reports and the commissioning of increasing numbers of Specialist Finds 
Reports all contributed to the amount and complexity of post-excavation work, and thus the amount of 
time and the personal commitment needed by the Site Director or Site Supervisor to complete a post-
excavation project.  So post-excavation projects were becoming an arduous, time consuming and rather 
daunting task for a single individual to undertake (Participant Interview 16: 48.00). 

 

2 Site Directors and Site Supervisors remaining on site and stockpiled post-excavation projects. 

The growing number of mainly urban archaeological projects meant that experienced Site Directors or Site 
Supervisors were increasingly required on site (Participant Interview 16: 21.30, 48.00), and this gave those 
Site Directors or Site Supervisors the opportunity to delay the start of post-excavation projects either 
because they preferred to be working out on site rather than working on their own in an office, or because 
they were trying to avoid particularly difficult or complex post-excavation projects, or simply because they 
were stockpiled post-excavation projects to ensure future employment.  However, those same individuals 
still wanted the academic credit for the archaeological projects they had directed or supervised, and post-
excavation and publication was therefore still considered as a personal obligation and a personal 
opportunity which could both ensure future employment and provide academic credit (Participant 
Interview 10: 13 - 14). 
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3 Under funding of post-excavation work and poor project management. 

It was generally accepted that unlike archaeological rescue excavation, archaeological post-excavation and 
publication could be undertaken at any time, as it was dependent only upon the existing archaeological 
records, so there was no great rush to start a post-excavation project, and once started there was no 
agreed work schedule or completion date (Participant Interview 10: 11 - 12).  This also applied to funding, 
as it was considered that post-excavation work proceeded until the funding ran out, at which point the 
post-excavation project could simply stop and remain dormant until more funding became available, so the 
entire process could simply grind to a halt at any point and stay like that for years until someone took an 
interest and found additional funds (Participant Interview 08: 7 - 8;  Participant Interview 14: 23.30;  
Participant Interview 16: 48.00). 

 

This all added to the growing size, complexity and therefore the cost of post-excavation projects, 
ŀƴŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ мфулΩǎ Ƴŀƴȅ archaeological units were starting to become more selective about 
which post-excavation projects were funded.  However, this selectivity was frequently based 
upon personal interests and personal priorities, and not upon either an established local, regional 
or national research design or an overall project design, and this lack of focus simply added to the 
project management problems, and indirectly to the publication backlog. 
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THE CONSOLIDATION OF PRESERVATION BY RECORD    (The mid 1980ôs to late 1980ôs) 

In an attempt to address these more fundamental problems the Council for British Archaeology 
and the Department of the Environment established a ten person Joint Working Party in 1981 
under the chairmanship of Professor Barry Cunliffe, and in September 1983 this Joint Working 
Party produced a 10 page report entitled The Publication of Archaeological Excavations, which 
ōŜŎŀƳŜ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ψ/ǳƴƭƛŦŦŜ wŜǇƻǊǘΩΦ 

 

Cunliffe, B. et al.  (1983)  The Publication of Archaeological Excavations.  York: Council for British 
Archaeology and the Department of the Environment. 

 

Unlike the Frere Report, the Cunliffe Report focused directly upon the cost of post-excavation 
projects and the growth of the publication backlog, and started by defining what it saw as the 
nature of the problem.  This included the growing number, size and complexity of archaeological 
projects, and the increase in the amount and quality of the archaeological material and 
archaeological documentation being produced (Cunliffe 1983: section 1.1 and section 1.2).  The 
report then went on to highlight the amount of work required to produce both an ordered, 
indexed and internally consistent Site Archive and an Archaeological Publication, and how the 
resulting cost of post-excavation projects ƘŀŘ ΨǎŜǾŜǊŜƭȅ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ 
ŦǳƴŘ ŦǊŜǎƘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ό/ǳƴƭƛŦŦŜ мфуоΥ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ мΦоύΦ 

 

The Cunliffe Report then stated that the reasons for the growth of the publication backlog and 
the failure of a number of projects to reach publication had been: 

 

1 Failure on the part of excavators so to organise the recording of data in the field as to permit rapid 
and effective interpretation and synthesis once the excavation is completed. 

2 A tendency to undertake detailed analysis and research over and above the basic requirement of 
presenting the evidence and interpreting the site within its immediate context. 

 

However, the report then went on to point out that the solution to these problems was a 
combination of archaeological archives and a Synthesis Report, along with the simplification and 
streamlining of the archaeological process and a more rigorous selection process (Cunliffe 1983: 
section 1.4).  In an attempt to improve overall project management the Cunliffe Report outlined 
a basic excavation and post-excavation procedure, along with three stages of critical review and a 
number of specific recommendations. 

 

This procedure stated that an Excavation Research Design should be completed before the 
archaeological project started to establish clear research priorities and focus excavation upon 
ǇǊŜŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ΨǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭȅ ŀǘǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǘǊƛŜǾŀƭΩ ό/ǳƴƭƛŦŦŜ 
1983: section 2.2).  This placed more emphasis upon selectivity and the use of excavation 
sampling procedures, including carefully consideration of both which areas were to be excavated, 
ŀƴŘ ƻƴ ŘŜŜǇƭȅ ǎǘǊŀǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅΣ Ψŀ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ǎƘƻǳƭd be 
ǎǘǊǳŎƪ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜƭȅ ōŜ ŀǊŎƘƛǾŜŘΩ ό/ǳƴƭƛŦŦŜ мфуоΥ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ 
2.4).  The standard of on-ǎƛǘŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ Ψƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ 
eliminate the time and energy that might otherwise be needed to correct, rewrite, and interpret 
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site records at the post-ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀƎŜΩ ό/ǳƴƭƛŦŦŜ мфуоΥ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ нΦоύΣ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎǘ 
staff should be employed to aid in this task. 

 

The importance of preparing and preserving an ordered, indexed and internally consistent Site 
Archive was also stressed, as well as its ready availability, as this Site Archive would form the 
basis for all future post-excavation researchΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ Ψpreservation by 
recordΩ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ CǊŜǊŜ wŜǇƻǊǘ. 

 

The Cunliffe Report then went on to redefine post-excavation research into three broad 
categories: 

 

Processing and Primary Research,  which consisted of the preparation and preservation of archaeological 
archives, as well as the preparation of a Synthesis Report for publication.  (This was to be grant funded by 
the Department of the Environment, which then passed the responsibility onto the newly formed English 
Heritage in May 1983, and CADW in Wales in 1984, (Historic Scotland was established in 1991).) 

Secondary Research,  which consisted of the analysis of classes of data well represented on the site, but 
which are not essential to the direct description of the site.  (This was to form the subject of longer-term 
research projects, and was to be separately funded.) 

Ancillary Research,  detailed analyses and comparative studies facilitated, or directly inspired, by new data 
from the site, but which are also not essential to the interpretation of the site.  (This was also to form the 
subject of longer-term research projects, and was to be separately funded.) 

 

The Cunliffe Report then recommended that after the preparation and preservation of the Site 
Archive a Post-Excavation Research Design should be completed which would clearly distinguish 
between the research needed to produce an Archaeological Publication (Primary Research), and 
wider research which was not essential to the direct description and interpretation of the site 
(Secondary Research and Ancillary Research).  This effectively focused post-excavation research 
upon the minimum necessary to produce an Archaeological Publication, as well as providing a 
mechanism by which archaeological units could establish and maintain specific research 
priorities. 

 

Once the likely outcome of the post-excavation research had become apparent a Proposal for 
Publication should also be completed, which would then be used to justify proceeding to full 
publication (Cunliffe 1983: section 4.3).  If full publication was not justified then an unpublished 
Summary Report would be produced, which would have been roughly the equivalent of an earlier 
(LEVEL III ½) Interim Reports.  This reduced publication costs by ensuring that only the largest or 
most significant archaeological projects proceeded to full publication, and this was considered 
acceptable as all of the detailed information was still available within the Site Archive.  If full 
publication was justified then a synthesis would be produced, and this would form the basis for 
the final Archaeological Publication. 

 

The Cunliffe Report then went on to divide all archaeological documentation into two basic 
categories, Primary Records which formed the Site Archive, and Processed Records which were 
all the archaeological records that were produced during the interpretation of the Site Archive, 
ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦƻǊƳŜŘ Ψŀ ōƻŘȅ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ ό/ǳƴƭƛŦŦŜ мфуоΥ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ пΦмлύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Research 
Archive.  Both the Site Archive and the Research Archive should be carefully prepared and 
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preserved, and should also be recorded on microfiche with copies deposited in several different 
locations. 

 

The final Archaeological Publication would then be split into two separate parts: 

 

A printed synthesis ƻǊ ΨǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŘƛƎŜǎǘΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭΣ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎΣ ŀƴŘ 
political ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎƻǊŘΩ ό/ǳƴƭƛŦŦŜ мфуоΥ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ 4.11).  (This would be the 
Summary, Introduction and Interpretation Section in a conventional Archaeological Publication.) 

The more detailed descriptions of the structural, artefactual and environmental evidence derived from the 
Research Archive, which would be available on microfiche (Cunliffe 1983: section 4.12).  (This would be the 
Description Section and the Specialist Finds Reports in a conventional Archaeological Publication.) 

 

This would in effect halve both the size of the Archaeological Publication and the publication 
costs. 

 

The Cunliffe Report also indicated that control over the publication backlog could be imposed by 
withholding grant funding from persistent long-term offenders, defined as those who had two or 
more archaeological projects which still remained unpublished four years after completion 
(Cunliffe 1983: section 4.4). 

 

Although the Cunliffe Report attempted to simplify and streamline the archaeological process by 
introducing standard project management techniques, this represented a radical change to what 
was still considered as academic research, and was therefore something that did not necessarily 
required project management.  These changes also involved the completion of two Research 
Designs and a Proposal for Publication which were management documents that did not directly 
contribute to the final publication, and though Excavation Research Designs were gradually 
introduced to justify grant funding, many archaeologists considered Post-Excavation Research 
Designs as a non-essential distraction.  Many of the recommendations put forward in the Cunliffe 
Report were also underpinned by the use of microfiche to provide access to both the Site Archive 
and the Research Archive, however, producing documentation suitable for microfiche involved 
considerable effort, including re-writing original documentation, and though the use of 
microfiche archives was attempted it proved to be entirely impractical (Participant Interview 04: 
28).  The Cunliffe Report was accepted by English Heritage, but was rejected by the Council for 
.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ !ǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ ƻǿƴ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΣ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ǳǇƻƴ ƳƛŎǊƻŦƛŎƘŜ όWƻƴŜǎ нллмΥ 
section 2.3.3 and section 2.6.2), and though it had little noticeable effect at the time, it did form 
the basis for all later policy documents. 

 

Post-excavation projects therefore tended to continue as before, with individual archaeological 
units developing their own specific post-excavation techniques and procedures intended to cope 
with the increasing size and complexity of post-excavation projects, so although the basic 
structure of a post-excavation project remained roughly the same, the actual post-excavation 
methodology continued to change. 
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A post-excavation project therefore still consisted of four basic stages (see  Figure 2): 

 

 

STAGE  1 Checking the archaeological records and producing a possible interpretation. 

The need to make the most effective use of the limited time available on site, and the quantity 
and complexity of the archaeological documentation produced frequently meant that any 
problems with archaeological records were either intentionally or unintentionally left until later, 
and this inevitably created problems when the Site Archive was eventually checked by the Site 
Director or Site Supervisor during the early stages of post-excavation (Participant Interview 01: 
7). 

 

The minimum acceptable standard was an ordered, indexed and internally consistent Site Archive 
which would then have been made widely available for both critical examination and future 
research, so if any obvious errors or omissions were identified during post-excavation checking 
they would have been corrected.  However, there was a fine line between correcting the original 
archaeological records to rectify obvious errors or omissions, and changing the original 
archaeological records, either to correspond to later interpretations, or to limit the number of 
possible alternative interpretations.  Any less obvious errors may therefore have produced two 
sets of completely contradictory records, either one or possibly both of which were incorrect, 
and without checking the original archaeological stratigraphy on site or without adequate cross-
referencing built into the Documentation Systems it would become impossible to tell where the 
error may have occurred.  This was particularly the case on large urban archaeological projects 
which used the Single Context Recording System, as this depended entirely upon overlaying 
Single Context Plans to establish the stratigraphic sequence, which in theory was fine, but which 
in practice meant that every Plan had to be 100% accurate every time. 

 

These problems led to individual Site Directors or Site Supervisors adopting two different 
approaches: 

 

 

A Running Stratigraphic Matrix: 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƛƴ ²ƛƴŎƘŜǎǘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ мфулΩǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ ΨŦǊƻƴǘ ƭƻŀŘƛƴƎΩ ǘƘŜ 
archaeological project by completing the Stratigraphic Matrix on site during the excavation, and then using 
this running Stratigraphic Matrix to identify any problems or inconsistencies on site while the 
archaeological stratigraphy was still visible in the ground and could still be checked by direct observation.  
This process was made simpler by grouping together small numbers of directly related Contexts, each of 
which probably occurred as separate parts of a single action, for example the cut and fills which 
represented the digging and backfilling of a single pit or grave, or the foundation cut, foundation and 
upstanding masonry which represented the construction of a specific wall.  These directly related Contexts 
(which were increasingly referred to as Stratigraphic Units) would then form a single Stratigraphic Events, 
and the individual Context numbers (or Stratigraphic Unit numbers) would be placed on the running 
Stratigraphic Matrix in their appropriate stratigraphic sequence within a single Stratigraphic Event box.  
This in effect created a two stage process in which the relatively simple consecutive sequential 
relationships within a Stratigraphic Event would be established first, and then that Stratigraphic Event 
would be considered as a single action and the more difficult sequential relationships between individual 
Stratigraphic Events would be established by specific observations on site, thus lessening the overall 
number of variables and so making it far easier to construct and maintain a running Stratigraphic Matrix 
during the excavation (Participant Interview 19: 59.30, 67.30).  The running Stratigraphic Matrix could then 
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be used both as the main method of co-ordinating and controlling the excavation by indicating which 
archaeological deposits should be excavated next and where to look for additional sequential relationships, 
and as a definitive record of the stratigraphic sequence against which all other archaeological 
documentation could then be checked, thus eventually producing an ordered, indexed and internally 
consistent Site Archive. 

 

 

A Post-Excavation Stratigraphic Matrix: 

The opposite approach involved undertaking some basic checking on site, but then going through the 
entire Site Archive at the same time as producing the Stratigraphic Matrix at the start of post-excavation.  
This was frequently the result of a natural tendency to put off difficult decisions until later, and applied to 
both Site Directors and Site Supervisors, as well as some site staff who knew that once the excavation had 
ŦƛƴƛǎƘŜŘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ŜƭǎŜΩǎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ 
archaeological records produced on site had not been completed to an adequate standard then the 
resulting inconsistencies in the Site Archive would make it very difficult to construct a Stratigraphic Matrix 
during post-excavation, and many of the problems that were experienced with the Matrix System (Harris, 
Brown and Brown 1993: 7 - 19) where actually the result of poor archaeological recording.  This 
occasionally led to a complete reversal of the process, and instead of using the Site Archive and the 
Stratigraphic Matrix to produce an interpretation, the interpretation would be established first and then a 
Stratigraphic Matrix would be constructed to depict that interpretation, and finally the original 
archaeological records would be altered or changed to fit the Stratigraphic Matrix, which really made the 
entire process pointless. 

 

 

Although there may have been difficulties in producing a Stratigraphic Matrix, once completed it 
did represent all of the Stratigraphic Units and all of the sequential relationships observed on site 
in an established stratigraphic sequence on a single diagram, and was therefore used as the basis 
for the rest of the archaeological interpretation. 

 

The next part of the post-excavation process was to use the Stratigraphic Matrix to identify 
ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ƛƳǇƻǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ stratigraphic sequence, and again 
the way this was done and the terminology used varied not only between different 
archaeological units, but also between different individual Site Directors or Site Supervisors.  In 
generaƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ ƳƛŘ мфулΩǎ ǘƘŜ Winchester Archaeological Unit tended to group small 
numbers of closely related Stratigraphic Events ƛƴǘƻ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ΨPhase GroupsΩ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ΨǇƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƛƳŜ (Participant Interview 19: 
69.30).  These Phase Groups would then be roughly defined and colour coded based upon the 
ΨǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΣ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŘŜǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ (Participant Interview 19: 
69.40).  However, the Museum of London (Department of Urban Archaeology) and the York 
Archaeological Trust tended to produce post-excavation Stratigraphic Matrixes based upon 
individual ContextsΣ ŀƴŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ ǘƻ ƭŀǘŜ мфулΩǎ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘǿƻ ǎǘŀƎŜ 
process, the first part of which involved the formation of individual Sub-Groups, Context-Series or 
Context-Sets from a number of closely related Contexts (Participant Interview 13: 19.30) (roughly 
the equivalent of Stratigraphic Events, but produced during post-excavation from Plans and 
Sections, and not from direct observations made on site).  A number of Sub-Groups or Context-
Series along with individual Contexts ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜƴ ōŜ ŀƳŀƭƎŀƳŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ΨGroupsΩ 
(roughly the equivalent of Phase Groups), each of which was intended to form a discussion point 
within the final interpretation (Pearson and Williams 1993;  Participant Interview 07: 28 - 31;  
Participant Interview 14: 7.30).  Although these methods of producing Phase Groups or Groups 
were roughly the same process, the Winchester Archaeological Unit system was simpler and 
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tended to produce far clearer and better defined results, mainly because they started off with a 
clearer and better defined Stratigraphic Matrix. 

 

To further simplify the interpretation process a separate Phase Matrix may then have been 
produced, which would have consisted of all the individual Phase Groups or Groups identified 
during the initial stage of interpretation within the same stratigraphic sequence (Participant 
Interview 13: 22.30;  Participant Interview 14: 7.30).  This would enable the Site Director or Site 
Supervisor to visualise and manipulate the possible interpretation by adjusting the vertical 
position of individual Phase Groups or Groups on the Phase Matrix within the limits of the 
sequential relationships established on site during the course of the excavation (Participant 
Interview 14: 10.00).  This phasing process would then have been used to identify and link 
individual sequences of activity, and may be defined as establishing the order in which specific 
activities were most likely to have occurred within relative time (Participant Interview 14: 11.00).  
As the Winchester Archaeological Unit defined Phase Groups ŀǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ΨǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ {ƛǘŜ 
Directors or Site Supervisors tended to look for both similar types of activity which may have 
occurred in different areas of the site at roughly the same time (horizontal phasing), and natural 
Ψcycles of activityΩ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴ 
activity, and then by phases of destruction activity or abandonment (Participant Interview 19: 
70.10)Φ  .ȅ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ψcycle of activityΩ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜƴ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ōƻǘƘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ŀƴȅ 
anomalies which may have required additional explanation, and deduce the existence of any 
unrecorded or missing phases of activity, such as indirect evidence of human occupation which 
was most likely to have occurred after phases of construction, particularly after the construction 
of floor surfaces, but before phases of destruction.  All possible phases of occupation either 
direct or indirect would then have been indicated along the right hand side of the Phase Matrix.  
The Department of Urban Archaeology and the York Archaeological Trust did not define 
individual Groups and instead developed a more abstract phasing process which involved 
identifying the longest possible sequence of directly related Groups.  This would then become the 
ΨǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǊƻǳǘŜΩ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ Phase Matrix, and then subsidiary routes would be attached at 
specifiŎ ΨƴƻŘŀƭ ǇƻƛƴǘǎΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ǿƛŘŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
site (Pearson and Williams 1993). 

 

Once the phasing had established the order in which specific activities may have occurred then 
this sequence of activities would have been checked by considering the contemporary physical 
environment that had been created and identifying specific areas of the site where particular 
activities may have occurred.  This zoning process would then have been used to identify 
ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ΨŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩΣ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
contemporary ground surface and the physical locations in which specific activities occurred 
within relative time.  Each individual Phase Group or Group may have formed all or part of an 
area of activity, which itself may have been limited or defined by physical divisions within the 
contemporary ground surface, such as walls, fence lines or ditches, and by identifying the 
position of these physical divisions within relative time it would then have been possible to 
eliminate any logical errors within the phasing, such as rooms which existed without doorways or 
paths which ran up to blank walls. 

 

Having established different areas of activity it would then have been possible to consider the 
actual activity which occurred within specific areas, any change in that activity over relative time, 
and finally the possible reason for those changes.  Due to construction schedules in the City of 
[ƻƴŘƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ ǘƻ ƭŀǘŜ мфулΩǎ ǘƘŜ Department of Urban Archaeology usually excavated a 
series of separate pre-demolition trenches in cellars while the existing building was still 
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upstanding, and each of these trenches was considered as a separate excavation.  To link these 
separate trenches with post-demolition trenches and trenches from earlier excavations the 
Department of Urban Archaeology developed a system of schematic Land Use Diagrams which 
were intended to depict changes in activity in different areas of the entire site (the different 
individual trenches) over time (Participant Interview 14: 7.00, 11.30).  The Winchester 
Archaeological Unit usually excavate large open area sites, and so tended to produced Composite 
Phase Plans at the end of the interpretation process to depict general changes in activity in 
different areas of the site over time (Participant Interview 19: 72.00).  These Composite Phase 
Plans were usually based upon individual phases of occupation, thus showing the contemporary 
ground surface before and after relatively short phases of construction or destruction. 

 

The Phase Matrix would therefore have been used to first eliminate impossible interpretations 
which did not conform to the original stratigraphic sequence, and then as a means of identifying 
and testing possible alternative interpretations of the same stratigraphic sequence, and once 
completed and checked it would also depict a specific interpretation.  To document and explain 
this specific interpretation each individual Phase Group or Group would also have received a 
written free text description completed by the Site Director or Site Supervisor.  This could be 
done either on separate Phase Group Sheets which were used to both document the 
interpretation process and record the interpretation, which was the approach that was 
occasionally adopted by the Winchester Archaeological Unit, or as free text Group Discussions 
used to describe individual Groups, which was the approach adopted by the Department of 
Urban Archaeology and the York Archaeological Trust.  Additional Inter-Group Discussions may 
also have been used to describe either the transition between specific Groupǎ ƻǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ 
ƻŦ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ Groups (Pearson and Williams 1993).  Over time all of these free text 
descriptions became known as either Phase Group Descriptions or Group Text (Participant 
Interview 14: 19.30).  The final possible interpretation would then be constructed from these free 
ǘŜȄǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ ƛƴ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜΣ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ 
with the earliest deposits. 

 

The Site Director or Site Supervisor may also have produced some form of Interim Report which 
summarised the possible interpretation as a structured form of free text description, starting 
ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǎǘ ΨǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǘricted to the area of excavation.  These Interim 
Reports would have acted as a guide to the possible interpretation of the stratigraphic evidence, 
and would have also marked a point where the post-excavation project could come to a 
temporary halt and then be resumed without too much loss of momentum.  Finally, all of this 
additional documentation would then have formed the first part of the Research Archive. 

 

Although a large number of different methods were used to produce possible interpretations 
many of these were developed by individual archaeologists working on specific post-excavation 
projects and were then never passed on to others, particularly if the project remained 
unpublished.  Some attempts were made to structure and standardise post-excavation within 
Archaeological Units so that interpretations from different archaeological projects could be 
directly compared (Participant Interview 13: 3.30), and the Department of Urban Archaeology 
even attempt to produce a post-excavation manual in the mid 1980ΩǎΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ 
far too controversial and no consensus could be established (Spence 1993), so post-excavation 
remained an unstructured individual activity. 
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STAGE  2 Identifying the finds and producing Specialist Finds Reports. 

All artefacts and ecofacts recovered from the site would have been processed by Stratigraphic 
Unit (these individual collections of artefacts and ecofacts were increasingly referred to as 
individual Stratigraphic Assemblages), and then divided into specific categories based upon their 
material or mode of production, such as pottery, animal bone, human bone or coins.  The site 
Finds Supervisor would have been responsible for processing these finds, however, by the mid 
мфулΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŦƛƴŘǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ been done by an appropriate Finds Specialists 
(Participant Interview 01: 6 - 7). 

 

The main Finds Specialists, such as pottery specialists or animal bone specialists would have been 
members of the Finds Department and would have developed specific local knowledge 
(Participant Interview 16: 20.30).  However, the rest of the increasing number of Specialist Finds 
Reports were undertaken by external Finds Specialists who were possibly employed either by 
other larger archaeological units, or by universities or museums (Participant Interview 01: 7), and 
who were primarily interested in changes and developments within their own particular 
speciality.  This was reflected in a gradual increase in the size and complexity of Specialist Finds 
Reports which include not only the standard Finds Catalogues along with a more detailed 
discussion section and bracketed dates of manufacture, but also far more detailed analysis and 
descriptions of specific objects intended primarily for other Finds Specialists, and this increase in 
the size and complexity of Specialist Finds Reports led to a corresponding increase in cost. 

 

The decline in the responsibilities of the site Finds Supervisor and the reliance upon Finds 
Specialists, particularly external Finds Specialists meant that the direct link to specific 
archaeological excavations was gradually lost, and Specialist Finds Reports were therefore 
increasingly written by Finds Specialists primarily for other Finds Specialists, and concentrated 
upon the finds as specific objects seen in isolation.  Once this gradual change in emphasis had 
become widely accepted then Specialist Finds Reports could themselves be produced in isolation 
with only a limited knowledge of the site, and without having to consider either the physical 
context within which individual artefacts or ecofacts had been found or the rest of the 
Stratigraphic Assemblage. 

 

Regardless of the number, size or exact purpose of the Specialist Finds Reports once they had 
been completed they would have been added to the Research Archive, although some of the 
external Specialist Finds Reports may have gone directly into the Publication Archive and 
eventually into the final publication. 
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STAGE  3 Integrating the Specialist Finds Reports with the possible interpretation. 

Once all the Specialist Finds Reports had been completed either the site Finds Supervisor or 
increasingly the Site Director or Site Supervisor would attempt to extract relevant information 
from them, and then reassemble and restructure that information into the assemblage evidence 
recovered from each individual Stratigraphic Units.  It would then have been possible to integrate 
this information into the possible interpretation, and attempt to establish possible dates of 
deposition. 

 

The methodology for dating archaeological deposits still varied, however, most depended upon 
initially establishing a bracketed set of possible dates of deposition for individual Stratigraphic 
UnitsΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŘƻƴŜ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ CƛƴŘǎ {ǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ΨǎǇƻǘ ŘŀǘŜǎΩ ŦƻǊ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ 
Stratigraphic Units, and then passing these onto the Site Director or Site Supervisor who would 
place them within the stratigraphic sequence and then adjust them in an attempt to identify and 
lessen the effects of possible intrusive or residual contamination (Participant Interview 14: 
18.00)Φ  !ƴȅ ŜǊǊƻǊǎ ƻǊ ŀƴƻƳŀƭƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǇƻǘ ŘŀǘƛƴƎΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǎƳƻƻǘƘŜŘ ƻǳǘ ōȅ 
combining possible dates of deposition to produce possible dates for individual Phase Groups or 
Groups on the Phase Matrix (Participant Interview 14: 18.30)Φ  !ƴ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ψcontrolled 
uncertaintyΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ōȅ ǇƭŀŎƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ŘŀǘŜŘ Phase Matrix within a local 
date framework consisting of a number of consecutive Historic Periods dated either by 
centenary, such as 14th ς 15th centenary, or by specific historic dates, such as Late Medieval 
1380 AD ς 1485 AD, thus eventually producing a fully dated Periods Matrix which would both 
describe and depict the possible interpretation (Harris 1989: figure 48 and figure 63;  see also  
Harris, Brown and Brown 1993;  Participant Interview 14: 19.00). 

 

LŦ {ƛǘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊǎ ƻǊ {ƛǘŜ {ǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǇƻǘ ŘŀǘŜǎΩ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ 
an obvious temptation to simplify this lengthy linear dating process either by producing a 
bracketed set of possible dates of deposition for individual Phase Groups or Groups directly from 
the dates of manufacture provided by the Specialist Finds Reports, or by completely reversing the 
process and placing individual Phase Groups or Groups in the desired Historic Period and then 
looking for evidence to support that interpretation while dismissing any contradictory evidence 
as residual or intrusive contamination.  Both of these options could occur because the dating of 
archaeological deposits could become an almost perfect circular interpretation in which the 
identification of contamination would depend on the dates of deposition, and the dates of 
deposition would depend upon the identification of contamination (Participant Interview 19: 
72.45).  In these circumstances it was therefore perfectly possible and indeed much simpler for a 
{ƛǘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊ ƻǊ {ƛǘŜ {ǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ ǘƻ ŀŘƻǇǘ ŀ Ψtop downΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŘŀǘƛƴƎ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
involved making some form of educated guess at the dates of deposition within the limits 
provided by the stratigraphic sequence and then presenting only the assemblage evidence which 
supported that particular interpretation. 

 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŘŀǘƛƴƎΩ ƻŦ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘǎΣ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ {ƛǘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊ ƻǊ 
Site Supervisor would consider both the stratigraphic and assemblage evidence as material 
ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƳŀƪŜǎ ŀƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ Ψ9ŀǊƭȅ wƻƳŀƴƻ-.ǊƛǘƛǎƘΩ ƻǊ 
Ψ[ŀǘŜ !ƴƎƭƻ-{ŀȄƻƴΩΦ  IŀǾƛƴƎ ŘƻƴŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŜ {ƛǘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊ ƻǊ {ƛǘŜ {ǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ ǿƻuld then attach pre-
determined historic dates to the archaeological evidence based upon this interpretation of 
ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ Ψ9ŀǊƭȅ wƻƳŀƴƻ-British 40 AD ς мнл !5Ω ƻǊ Ψ[ŀǘŜ !ƴƎƭƻ-Saxon 920 AD ς 
млсс !5ΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘŀǘŜǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ŜŘǳcated guess, which would eventually become 
a self fulfilling prophecy.  However, this method of dating is constantly open to error as is entirely 
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dependent upon correctly identifying cultural identity, and this may not have been immediately 
recognisable within the archaeological evidence recovered from the excavation, or cultural 
change may not have occurred at the pre-determined dates within the specific area of the 
ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŘŀǘƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ŀ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ΨŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǇǳǊƛǘȅΩ by 
dating, which may then create and reinforce interpretations of large monolithic blocks of uniform 
cultural identity, whereas the actual situation at any specific time may have been far more 
complex. 

 

Having completed a fully dated Periods Matrix the Site Director or Site Supervisor would then 
have prepared a Summary Report (Cunliffe 1983: section 4.3), which would have been roughly 
the equivalent of an earlier (LEVEL III ½) Interim Report.  These Summary Reports would act as a 
detailed dated description of the possible interpretation done by Historic Period and sequence, 
starting with the earliest individual Phase Groups or Groups and restricted to the area of 
excavation.  The Summary Reports would then have been added to the Research Archive, 
however, as these reports were not intended for publication they would not have received any 
ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ Ψpeer reviewΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀƴ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ academic quality control, and so represent a 
secondary level of less reliable archaeological reports. 

 

Either before or after the completion of the Summary Report a decision would have been taken 
upon whether the results of the archaeological project justified proceeding to full publication, 
and this may or may not have involved the preparation of a separate Proposal for Publication 
(Cunliffe 1983: section 3.7), usually depending upon whether additional funds were required.  If 
the decision was taken not to proceed to full publication then the completion of the Summary 
Report and the preparation and preservation of an ordered, indexed and internally consistent 
Research Archive would mark the end of the archaeological project, and this was considered as 
an acceptable alternative to full publication as all of the detailed information would still have 
been available for future research within the Site Archive. 

 

(In London a Summary Report (possibly with only limited finds information) would have been 
referred to as an Archive Report, and for smaller archaeological projects all post-excavation work 
would come to an end at this point.  The idea was that at some point in the future a number of 
Archive Reports from the same small geographical location would be grouped together to form a 
single integrated interpretation and a higher level Archaeological Publication of the whole area, 
although in areas covered by the Museum of London (Department of Greater London 
Archaeology) (the DGLA) a number of these Archive Reports were submitted to local or regional 
archaeological journals for possible publication. (Participant Interview 14: 23.00).  Interestingly, 
the fascicle publication system used by the York Archaeological Trust was developed partly 
because the Specialist Finds Reports were completed before the stratigraphic interpretation, and 
the Archive Report system used by the Museum of London was developed partly because the 
stratigraphic interpretation was completed before the Specialist Finds Reports.) 
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STAGE  4 The completion of a Synthesis Report. 

If the decision to proceed to publication had been taken then the Site Director or Site Supervisor 
would then compile the Synthesis Report from existing information, and produce the written text 
for the central Interpretation Section.  This would have been a descriptive mid-level site 
interpretation which attempted to reconstruct the contemporary physical environment and the 
development or decline of the area as a sequence of dated historical events, based upon a 
sequence of Phase Groups or Groups in Historic Periods.  This interpretation would probably have 
covered the general area of the excavation, and may have also included the limited use of 
specific historical documentation or the results of neighbouring excavations.  All of this additional 
information and the text of the final Synthesis Report would then have become part of the 
Publication Archive.  Although the actual form and presentation of individual Archaeological 
Reports ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ ǘƻ ƭŀǘŜ мфулΩǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǾŀǊƛŜŘΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ 
the same basic structure: 

 

1 SUMMARY,  intended to outline the nature of the site and the significance of the findings, so a 
reader could easily evaluate the relevance of the publication to their particular area of study. 

2 INTRODUCTION,  (and METHODOLOGY),  intended to set the scene by providing a detailed 
background to the excavation, including the geographical location of the site, the topology and 
underlying sedimentology, and the known historical development of the area along with the 
results of any previous excavations. 

This may also have included a general explanation of both the excavation methodology and the 
post-excavation methodology used, as well as an explanation of the methodology used for dating 
the archaeological deposits. 

3 DESCRIPTION,  (or SUMMARY REPORT),  intended to provide a description of both the structural 
and the stratigraphic evidence recorded on the site based upon a dated archaeological 
interpretation of Phase Groups or Groups in sequence starting with the earliest deposits, and 
including Plans, Section and occupationally photographs, as well as the location of specific finds, 
basically a (LEVEL  2  interpretation) with the dating evidence integrated into the text. 

This section could have been based upon an earlier Summary Report, with the explanation of how 
this particular description was arrived at contained in the Research Archive. 

4 FINDS REPORTS,  intended to provide a full description and analysis of all the artefacts and 
ecofacts recovered from the site. 

These artefacts and ecofacts would be divided into specific finds categories based upon their 
material or mode of production, such as pottery, animal bone, human bone or coins etc, and a 
Specialist Finds Report would be obtained from an appropriate Finds Specialists. 

5 INTERPRETATION,  (or SYNTHESIS),  intended to provide a descriptive site interpretation which 
attempts to reconstruct the contemporary physical environment and the development or decline 
of the entire area as a sequence of dated historical events, and based upon all the dated 
archaeological information and specific documentary evidence, basically a (LEVEL  3  
interpretation). 

This section was more significant, as it presented an easily accessible interpretation of the 
archaeological evidence. 

6 CONCLUSION,  (and RECOMMENDATIONS),  intended to highlight wider implications of the most 
significant results of the excavation. 

As these documents were also intended for internal use within the archaeological unit this section 
may also have contained recommendations for improving archaeological excavation or recording 
techniques, or the running or management of archaeological projects. 
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The resulting Archaeological Report would then have been passed on to the publishers where it 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ Ψpeer reviewŜŘΩ ŀƴŘ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ ŜŘƛǘŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŎŜ ŀƴȅ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻǊ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŀŘ 
been made it would then receive a proposed publication date and would eventually have become 
an Archaeological Publication. 

 

 

 

 

Although these changes did not directly affect the relative size and therefore the cost of 
Archaeological Publications, they did add to the size and complexity and therefore the cost of 
post-excavation projects.  This was partly due to the increasing number of Specialist Finds 
Reports being undertaken, however, it was mainly due to the additional time needed to prepare 
both the Site Archive and the Research Archive, particularly on large urban archaeological 
projects.  This additional time also meant an additional personal commitment by the Site Director 
or Site Supervisor in order to complete the post-excavation project, and some Site Directors or 
Site Supervisors may therefore have become reluctant to start large post-excavation projects 
which could take a number of years to complete, particularly if the excavation had not gone 
according to plan and the Site Director or Site Supervisor could anticipate more than the usual 
number of problems.  (This was particularly the case with the post-excavation projects left 
unfinished following the relatively sudden end of the Manpower Services Commission schemes, 
many of which then had to compete for limited grant funding (Participant Interview 01: 5, 22;  
Participant Interview 05: 31 - 32;  Participant Interview 06: 8 - 9, 14;  Participant Interview 10: 12 
- 13;  Participant Interview 16: 19.30).)  Certain problematic post-excavation projects therefore 
never got started or were permaneƴǘƭȅ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ΨƻƴƎƻƛƴƎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ post-excavation project 
did start the additional time needed to complete them meant that they were more likely to run 
into funding problems and so come to a temporary halt which could then turned into a 
permanent halt, and the Site Director or Site Supervisor could also simply lose the will to carry on 
and would then look for any excuse to get back out on site.  This all added to the number of 
abandoned or partially finished post-excavation projects, as well as the ever-increasing 
publication backlog (Participant Interview 08: 7 - 14). 

 

The introduction of project management practices was intended to address some of these 
problems by focusing research upon the production of an Archaeological Publication, however, 
with some notable exceptions (Participant Interview 08: 12;  Participant Interview 09: 9 - 12) the 
completion of management documents was widely seen as an additional level of unnecessary 
bureaucracy which did not directly contribute to the end result, unless of course it was necessary 
to justify additional grant funding.  The most significant change was therefore the introduction 
of, or more accurately the acceptance of selective Archaeological Publication, which although it 
may have appeared to be an obvious solution to publication problems, actually weakened the 
personal obligation to publish the results of an archaeological excavation.  This change still 
required the Site Director or Site Supervisor to go through the process of producing an 
Archaeological Publication, but then ended up with an unpublished site Summary Report which 
ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ Ψpeer reviewŜŘΩ ƻǊ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ŘƛǎǎŜƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ŀƴȅ 
academic credit, thus also lessening the importance of academic credit as a motivating factor. 
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The decision to proceed to full publication had originally been intended to prevent the 
ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƻŦ ΨƳƛƴƻǊ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΩΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ ōŜ ǊŜǾŜǊǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ 
ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŜ Ŧǳƭƭ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻƴƭȅ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƻŦ ΨƳŀƧƻǊ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΩΣ and once this distinction had 
been introduced full Archaeological Publication could easily become the exception and site 
Summary Reports become the rule.  These site Summary Reports then became the origins of 
unpublished archaeological ΨƎǊŜȅ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜΩ ǊŜports, and were only academically acceptable 
because of the availability of both an ordered, indexed and internally consistent Site Archive and 
an ordered, indexed and internally consistent Research Archive. 
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2    THE PRIVATISATION OF PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY 
 

This was the situation up until January 1989 when a team of archaeologists from the Museum of 
London (Department of Greater London Archaeology (Southwark and Lambeth)) (myself 
includedύ ǳƴŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ {ƘŀƪŜǎǇŜŀǊŜΩǎ wƻǎŜ ¢ƘŜŀǘǊŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǘƘ ōŀƴƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ wiver Thames, just to 
the west of Southwark Bridge (Bowsher 1998). 

 

After a slow start this discovery generated a lot of public interest, thanks in part to a deliberate 
publicity campaign organised by the actor Ian McKellen and the local MP Simon Hughes, who 
arranged for a number of questions to be asked in the House of Commons (Hansard 1989a;  
Hansard 1989b;  Hansard 1989c;  Hansard 1989d).  However, the developers had already 
received planning permission for a multi million pound office block on the site, and if the 
substantial and clearly visible structure of the Elizabethan theatre was to be preserved as a 
scheduled ancient monument and put on public display then the developers would have had to 
have been compensated by the government to the tune of around £2 million (which was what we 
ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻƭŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ ƻǊ ΨŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ŀǘ ϻсл ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΩ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ English Heritage 
(Wainwright 1989: 432), or £5 to £25 million pounds according to Jean Wilson (Wilson 1995: 
162)), and that was something that Nicholas Ridley MP the then Secretary of State for the 
Environment was reluctant to do.  (There is some indication that part of the cost of 
compensation would have potentially been taken from the English Heritage budget (Aitchison 
2012: 58), which may explain English Heritage's reluctance to recommend that the Rose Theatre 
site should be scheduled as an ancient monument (Hansard 1989b).)  There were large public 
protests which included a number of eminent Shakespearean actors and an all-night vigil outside 
the site on 14th - 15th May prior to building work starting on the site at 6.00am on Monday 15th 
May (see also  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fMadA49qRlA and 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fb2G6ioVD2Y  (accessed  2015)), and in consequence a lot 
of national and international television coverage which presented the Museum of London 
archaeologists in a good light, and the developers (Imry Merchant Developers PLC) and the then 
Conservative government in a bad light.  Finally, following two House of Commons debates on 
15th May (Hansard 1989e) and 15th June (Hansard 1989f) an unsatisfactory form of compromise 
solution was found whereby the ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜŘ in situΩ ōȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ōǳǊƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǎŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ 
concrete, and then piled to allow for the construction of the office block at a slightly higher level 
(Biddle 1989).  (The Museum of London refused to get involved with this process, so this 
additional work was eventually undertaken by the English Heritage funded Central Excavation 
Unit.)  Unfortunately for British archaeology, this had all generated a lot of bad publicity for the 
then government, and to prevent such a thing happening again they effectively privatised 
professional archaeology. 

 

This was done by encouraging developer funding and competitive tendering for archaeological 
projects.  Under this new privatised system the developer would have to fund all future 
archaeological excavations, however, the developer could ask for competitive tenders from a 
ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛƴƎ Ψarchaeological organisationsΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ŀǿŀǊŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƻŜǾŜǊ 
they liked regardless of their original area of operation.  The developer would also be allowed to 
pǳǘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ŀ Ψmitigation strategyΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ŀǎ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƛƴƎ 
archaeological stratigraphy as possible in situ (following the example of the Rose Theatre 
excavation), thus removing the need for any archaeological excavation. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fMadA49qRlA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fb2G6ioVD2Y
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The initial reaction of most archaeological units to this new policy was to refuse to bid for sites 
outside their traditional areas.  However, some archaeological units, notably the Oxford 
Archaeological Unit, were prepared to undertake work outside Oxfordshire, and in fact they 
completed an archaeological site in Southwark while the Rose Theatre site was still being 
excavated (possibly to prove a political point).  Over the next few years the Oxford Archaeological 
Unit were to turn up in a number of unexpected locations. 

 

This new privatised system was eventually formulised by Michael Heseltine MP, the then 
Secretary of State for the Environment, and published in a 36 page document entitled Planning 
Policy Guidance 16: Archaeology and Planning in November 1990, and which became widely 
known as PPG16. 

 

Department of the Environment  (1990)  Planning Policy Guidance 16: Archaeology and Planning.  London: 
Department of the Environment. 

 

This superseded most of the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979, which had 
established scheduling as the main means of protecting ancient monuments, and had also 
established Areas of Archaeological Importance in the centre of specific historic cities.  On a 
superficial reading PPG16 may be seen as strengthening the position of archaeological excavation 
as it placed archaeological considerations firmly within the planning process, and at the time it 
was welcomed by a number of eminent archaeologists who saw it as both a source of additional 
funding and the first stage in a longer process (Jones 1991).  However, this document was a direct 
response to the problems that the Rose Theatre excavation had created for both the government 
and the developers, and the general recommendations it put forward were based upon the 
rather unsatisfactory solutions that were found for that one specific and unique excavation.  Over 
the intervening years this limited view has had a profound effect upon professional archaeology 
in Britain, and has led to a vast increase in the quantity of archaeological excavations, and a slow 
but steady decline in the quality of archaeological excavations. 

 

To understand the reason for this decline it is necessary to examine the two main themes of this 
ƴŜǿ ǇǊƛǾŀǘƛǎŜŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ Ψdeveloper funding and competitive tenderingΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ in situΩΦ 
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DEVELOPER FUNDING AND COMPETITIVE TENDERING 

The practice of developers contributing to the cost of archaeological excavation in order to lessen 
the amount of time the archaeologists spent on site had existed since the start of professional 
ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ΨǎǇƻƴǎƻǊǎƘƛǇΩ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅ Řƻƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
intended to ease the construction process and lessen the effects of unfavourable publicity 
(Participant Interview 05: 12 - 20;  Participant Interview 09: 7 - 9).  In normal circumstances 
planning conditions only specified that the developers should provide access to the site and time 
for an archaeological excavation to take place, and with limited grant funding available 
(particularly following the end of the Manpower Services Commission schemes ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ мфулΩǎύ 
the burden of funding archaeological excavations could fall upon local or regional councils, who 
either directly or indirectly helped maintain local or regional archaeological units.  This was 
something that councils were keen to avoid (Aitchison 2012: 57, 61), and one possible solution to 
this problem was for local planning departments to use European environmental regulation 
όōŀǎŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊ Ǉŀȅǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΩύ ǘƻ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻǾŜǊ the funding of archaeological excavations. 

 

¢ƘŜ ΨǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊ Ǉŀȅǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΩ όPPP) was first developed as a basis for environmental policy by the 
h9/5 ŀƴŘ 9¦ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ мфтлΩǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ 
Program (1973 - 1976).  Archaeology was first included within this regulatory structure in 1985 in 
the European Impact Assessment: Council Directive (85/337/EEC), where tucked away in Annex 
III, section 3 it states that developers must provide at their own expense: 

 

Ψ! ŘŜǎcription of the aspects of the environment likely to be significantly affected by the proposed 
project, including, in particular, population, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, material 
assets, including the architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape and the inter-
relationship ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΦΩ 

(Council of the European Communities, Council Directive 85/337/EEC: Annex III, section 3) 

 

Although this was only a Council Directive (intended to establish end results which member 
states should then achieve through their own legislation), it did make it possible for local 
planning departments to put pressure on developers to extend environmental impact 
expenditure to also cover the destruction of archaeological stratigraphy and the funding of 
archaeological excavations, even if the developers were still reluctant to fund post-excavation 
projects. 

 

Once the principle of direct developer funding of archaeological excavations had been introduced 
it then became obvious that the local archaeological unit would have a local or regional 
monopoly and would therefore be able to charge whatever they liked, and the larger developers, 
particularly the large gravel companies and construction companies, then started to approach 
other archaeological units (which they may have worked with successfully in other parts of the 
country) to see what they would charge and what sort of service they were able to offer. 

 

Ψ!ǎ ŦŀǊ ŀǎ L ǿŀǎ ŀǿŀǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ǘƻƻƪ ǇƭŀŎe in 
Berkshire in 1988.  News of the contract won and the lost tender broke at the IFA Conference and 
many were expecting a punch-up between the two Unit Directors involved.  The fight never took 
place, and they and their Units have competed and co-operateŘ ƻƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴǎ ǎƛƴŎŜΦΩ 

(Chadwick in Swain 1991: 7). 
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This site was Small Mead Farm (Reading Business Park) on the Kennet valley flood plan to the 
south west of Reading, which was started as an evaluation project by the Trust for Wessex 
Archaeology in spring 1986, and then completed as an archaeological excavation by the Oxford 
Archaeological Unit in 1987 and 1988. 

 

Ψ¢ƘŜ Trust for Wessex Archaeology ΨǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŀƭ ƳƻƴƻǇƻƭȅΩ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ōǊƻƪŜƴ ŀ ŎƻǳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ƳƻƴǘƘǎ 
earlier when a gravel company employed the Oxford Archaeological Unit (without a tender and on 
the basis that they used the OAU on their gravel site in Oxfordshire) to undertake an evaluation on 
a planning application site at Brimpton.  At Reading Business Park, the developer [Prudential 
Property Investment Managers Ltd.] was new to archaeology and he just presumed that he could 
employ who he wished to undertake the work ς as long as it was to a standard acceptable to the 
County and Borough Councils. 

(Paul Chadwick, pers. comm., 2014  (former County Archaeologist for Berkshire)) 

 

The competitive tendering system that developed was therefore based upon similar sub-
contracted construction contracts, with the developer asking for competitive tenders based on 
ΨŦƛȄŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘ ōƛŘǎΩ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛƴƎ archaeological organisation, and then awarding the 
contract to whoever they liked regardless of their original area of operation.  This was intended 
to create a competitive market, and so increase the efficacy and effectiveness of archaeological 
units, who would then be more responsive to the needs of the client, without defining who that 
client was, the developers or the local community and future generations.  In reality, for a 
relatively small and limited cost all the risk of an unexpected archaeological discovery had been 
taken off the developers and had been passed onto the archaeological units, who had to put in 
ΨŦƛȄŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘ ōƛŘǎΩ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘΦ 

 

Although this was in line with the then Conservative government's policy of cutting back on 
ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ Ψdeveloper funding and competitive 
tenderingΩ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ttDмсΣ ŀǎ ōȅ ǘƘŜƴ όbƻǾŜƳōŜǊ мффлύ Ψdeveloper 
fundingΩ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƘŀŘ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀƴ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ Ψcompetitive tenderingΩ ǿŀǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ 
being resisted.  (The legal requirement for developers to fund archaeological excavations based 
ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊ Ǉŀȅǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΩ ǿŀǎ Ŧƛƴŀƭƭȅ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƭŀǿ ƛƴ мффн ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage, also known as the 
Ψ±ŀƭƭŜǘǘŀΩ /ƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΦύ 
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THE CONSEQUENCE OF COMPETITIVE TENDERING 

The initial reaction to competitive tendering by most archaeological units was to continue as 
before and not to put in bids for projects outside their traditional areas.  The majority of 
archaeologists also tried to continue with the pre-competitive tendering working culture of 
providing a public service to the local community. However, other individuals recognised the full 
implications of competitive tendering and acted accordingly. 

 

Among the first of these was the Oxford Archaeological Unit, who would actively compete for 
archaeological projects outside of Oxfordshire either because they were invited to put in bids by 
developers with whom they had already established a working relationship, or because it offered 
them an opportunity to grow and expand into new areas, even if that also involved undercutting 
and undermining the local archaeological unit.  (The Oxford Archaeological Unit Newsletters for 
1988 to 1990 reported on archaeological work they had undertaken in Oxfordshire, Gloucester, 
Berkshire, Buckinghamshire, Hampshire, Northamptonshire, Yorkshire, Somerset, Dorset, Surrey, 
Kent, Bristol and London (https://library.thehumanjourney.net/view/year/  (accessed  2014), see 
particularly December 1990, page 28).)  Once one or more archaeological units were putting in 
bids in this way then the remaining archaeological units had to do the same to survive, and this 
coupled with cutbacks in grant funding made competitive tendering inevitable. 

 

A number of individuals also realised that developers would be willing to pay to minimising the 
cost of archaeological projects, and they set themselves up as independent archaeological 
consultants.  (The developers of the Rose Theatre site had initially employed the Mills Whipp 
archaeological consultancy firm (set up in 1988 by two former Museum of London employees) to 
monitor the archaeological excavation on their behalf.)  Established engineering companies such 
as Gifford and Partners, Ove Arup and Partners and CgMs Consulting also started to employ 
archaeologists to offer a complete service to both their civil engineers and the developers. 

 

The role of these archaeological consultants was to represent the developers interests, manage 
and negotiate with various authorities on the developers behalf, and so minimise the overall 
costs for the developers.  They presented the Rose Theatre excavation to developers as the 
nightmare scenario, and something an archaeological consultant could prevent.  Speaking at a 
one-day seminar held in Mold on 10th December 1992, Timothy Strickland the director of Gifford 
Archaeological Services described the position of archaeological consultants as thus: 

 

ΨL ǎǳǇǇƻǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀƴŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ŎƭƛŜƴǘǎ ǎŜŜ ǳƴŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜŘ 
ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅ ŀǎ ŀ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƪŜȅ ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨǳƴŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜŘΩΦ  
Our clients wish therefore to see that it is professionally and effectively controlled on their behalf, 
ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎΦΩ 

(Strickland 1993: 18) 

 

So in effect archaeological consultants positioned themselves between the developer and the 
archaeologists and controlled the flow of information, they also saw the developer as the client 
and acted accordingly by ΨŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭƛƴƎΩ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƭƛŜƴǘǎ ōŜƘŀƭŦΣ 
primarily by encouraging competition between archaeological organisations ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ΨŦƛȄŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘ 
ōƛŘǎΩ. 

https://library.thehumanjourney.net/view/year/
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Around this time there was also considerable discussion about the regulation of the system, and 
the establishment and maintenance of appropriate academic standards.  The general impression 
appears to have been that the pre-competitive tendering working culture would continue, and 
that archaeologists would regulate themselves, because they were all professional 
archaeologists. 

 

Ψ¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǿ ǎǳŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŎƻǿōƻȅΩ ǳƴƛǘǎΣ ƛŦ ǎǳŎƘ ŜȄƛǎǘ όǿƘƛŎƘ L ŘƻǳōǘύΣ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻt prosper.  A 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊ ƭŜǘ Řƻǿƴ ōȅ Ƙƛǎ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƎŀƛƴΤ ΨŎǳǊŀǘƻǊǎΩ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǎǳŎƘ 
units to prospective developers; English Heritage will presumably not grant-aid their work; the 
profession (through the IFA or simple peer-preǎǎǳǊŜύ ǿƛƭƭ ƻǎǘǊŀŎƛǎŜ ǘƘŜƳΦΩ 

(Buteux 1991: 17) 

 

A large number of interested organisations were consulted, though it appears that many 
archaeologists were in two minds about competitive tendering, and did not wish to express an 
opinion (Swain 1991).  This inevitably led to a fragmented and an uncoordinated response to the 
introduction of competitive tendering. 

 

Although it is a little difficult to work out the precise sequence of events, it appears that English 
Heritage passed on the duty of establishing academic standards to the Institute of Field 
Archaeologists (the IFA, set up in 1982), who produced a Code of Approved Practice for the 
Regulation of Contractual Arrangements in Field Archaeology (Williams 1991: 35).  The 
responsibility for enforcing these academic standards then appears to have been passed onto 
City or County Archaeologists at a regional level (Chadwick 1991: 55).  However, their workload 
soon grew, and this responsibility was eventually passed down to local Archaeological Monitors 
(initiallȅ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ Ψ/ǳǊŀǘƻǊǎΩ ŦƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴύ ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭƭȅ ŘŜŀƭǘ ǿƛǘƘ planning applications as 
part of the local archaeological units, and who were then moved to work for the local planning 
authority (Williams 1991: 34;  see also  Wainwright 1997).  They were intended to monitor 
planning applications and ensure that planning conditions were met, as well as enforce academic 
standards by providing the developers with a list of locally approved archaeological organisations 
who would act as archaeological contractors, and any archaeological organisation which did not 
meet the appropriate academic standards would be removed from the list. 

 

While national bodies were discussing regulation and standards, events were being superseded 
by individuals who were establishing the actual market on the ground.  According to the 
proposed regulations developers were supposed to appoint archaeological organisations from 
ǘƘŜ ΨŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƭƛǎǘΩ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ Archaeological Monitors, however, some 
developers soon staǊǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƎƴƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ΨŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƭƛǎǘΩ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ 
archaeological organisations which they had worked with in other parts of the country, and this 
was particularly true on large projects where a number of archaeological organisations had 
already ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ΨǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊΩ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ƻǊ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΦ 
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Ψaȅ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŀŦǘŜǊ ttDмсΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŎǳǊŀǘƻǊǎ ώǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ Archaeological Monitors] 
tried to enforce standards by listing acceptable organisations but, when this was challenged 
legally (or this was threatened) by anyone not listed, they had to back down and let anyone into 
the hat, then monitor end products.  This was obviously more time consuming and, when pressure 
on workload came on, tended to be oƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜƴǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘΦΩ 

(Steve Roskams, pers. comm., 2015  (lecturer, Department of Archaeology, University of York)) 

 

When Geoffrey Wainwright, who was Chief Inspector of Ancient Monuments for English Heritage 
during the time PPG16 was written, was interviewed in 1997 he said: 

 

Ψ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǎŜǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊŀǘƻǊǎ ώǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ Archaeological Monitors], and the curators 
are on the whole the archaeologists employed by local authorities.  Now, if standards have 
ŘǊƻǇǇŜŘΣ ƛǘΩǎ ōŜcause the briefs [the WSI (Written Scheme of Investigation)] which are given to 
contractors [the competing archaeological organisations] are not sufficiently thought ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘΦΩ 

(Wainwright 1997: 9) 

 

Unfortunately, this approach failed to acknowledge that there is a difference between setting 
standards and being able to enforce standards and the local ΨŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƭƛǎǘΩ was the 
primary means that the local Archaeological Monitors had to enforce standards, and once that 
had gone the market was just left to develop. 

 

Unless structured and regulated at the start a market will develop organically through social 
interaction between individuals, and once procedures and power structures have been 
established they become very difficult to change.  The lack of effective regulation ensured that 
the procedures and power structures which did develop created a highly competitive laissez-faire 
market that to a very large extent was controlled by the developers or their archaeological 
consultants (Strickland 1993).  This allowed the developers or their archaeological consultants to 
define themselves as the clients, instead of the local Archaeological Monitors who were intended 
to represent the wider interests of the local community and future generations.  With the 
developer defined as the client the product also changed from the traditionally Site Archive 
which was available to academics and future generations, to a more business friendly glossy 
report, although once the archaeologists had finished on site the developer usually looses 
interest in the final report.  These changes were soon picked up on by the more commercial 
archaeological organisations, who then did what they could to please their clients. 

 

However, even a laissez-faire market has to operate within certain parameters and be subject to 
market forces, and commercial archaeology did not.  So, to use an analogy, if one brewery waters 
down its beer, then all the other breweries have to water down their beer to compete, unless the 
costumers (the clients) decide not to buy watery beer, therefore breweries have to compete on 
both cost and quality.  The trouble with archaeology is that, once it has been established that the 
client is the developer, then that particular client is not interested in the quality of the product, 
that particular client is only interested in the cost, so the client does not provide the vital quality 
control required to make even a laissez-faire market function properly.  Those who prosper 
within this type of market are not the best or the most efficient brewers, they are the brewers 
who can water down their beer the most and still get away with calling it beer. 



THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL POST-EXCAVATION WITHIN BRITISH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY 

 

91 | P a g e 

 

 

Although it may be possible to deconstruct the way in which this commercial market operated on 
purely economic grounds (Walker 2001), it may be more enlightening to consider some of the 
tactics used to compete within this particular free-market environment (based largely upon 
personal experience). 

 

¢ƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǘŀŎǘƛŎ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƪŜŜǇ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ΨŦƛȄŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘ ōƛŘΩ ŀǎ ƭƻǿ ŀǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǎƻ ŀǎ ǘƻ win the contract, 
and this may be done by excluding as much as possible from the initial bid, so for example do not 
include the cost of any finds conservation, and then if finds conservation becomes necessary 
appeal for additional funds either from the developer, the local council or museum, or even from 
the general public (Participant Interview 19: 80.00).  Once the contract has been won and signed 
it is then possible to add costs as unforeseen or unavoidable variations to that original contract.  
This includes any change or variation in the area to be excavated or any penalty clauses relating 
to access or when specific areas become available for excavation, however, if the developer has 
not noticed it can also include the cost of finds analysis or even the cost of post-excavation, 
which can be kept low initially and then increased to more realistic levels after the contract has 
been signed (Participant Interview 19: 81.50).  In some cases this additional work is unjustifiable 
on purely archaeological grounds, and it is just undertaken because it is then possible to charge 
the developer ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƻǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ΨŦƛȄŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘ ōƛŘΩ. 

 

Once the work has started the best tactic to employ is under staffing.  So to give a purely 
hypothetical example, a tǊƻƧŜŎǘ aŀƴŀƎŜǊ Ƴŀȅ Ǉǳǘ ƛƴ ŀ ΨŦƛȄŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘ ōƛŘΩ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǎŀȅ ǘŜƴ 
people for two months, and to win the project this would have had to have been a low bid, so ten 
people for three or four months would probably have been a more realistic estimate to do a 
decent job.  If the Project Manager wins the contract they then appoint a Project Officer to 
ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ hŦŦƛŎŜǊ Ƙŀǎ Ŧǳƭƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ΨŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅΩΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ 
Project Officer has no control over staffing, so the Project Manager staffs the project with six 
relatively inexperienced archaeologists (who are willing to work for less so they can become 
experienced archaeologists).  The six staff and the Project Officer then look at the site and realise 
they will never get the site finished in time, and so being young and enthusiastic archaeologists 
they dash about trying to get the site done before the developer destroys it.  If they succeed the 
Project Manager gets congratulated because he/she has generated additional profit for the 
archaeological organisation on top of the other existing margins.  If they fail then the Project 
hŦŦƛŎŜǊ ǿƘƻ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ΨŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅΩ ƎŜǘǎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŜŀǊ 
ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ ǘƻ ΨŘŜƭƛǾŜǊΩ ƛǎ ǳƴŀŎŎŜǇǘable (Participant Interview 19: 84.20). 

 

¢Ƙƛǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ΨŘŜƭƛǾŜǊΩ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ hŦŦƛŎŜǊ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƳǇǊƻƳƛǎŜΩ ƻƴ ǎƛǘŜΦ  
One way of doing this is to dig less, however, if the developer is paying for a 20x30 hole, the 
developer wants to see a 20x30, so what frequently occurs is a 20x30 hole is opened up with the 
machine, but only a 10x20 hole in the centre is archaeologically excavated (Participant Interview 
19: 88.50).  Another method is to machine more and dig less, so machining would go straight 
down to the top of the natural, and then any layers are in the section and all the negative 
features are in plan in the base of the trench, thus turning an urban excavation into a truncated 
rural excavation.  It is also possible to adopt the opposite approach and simply dig until the 
money runs out and then either machine the rest down to natural or simply leave it for the 
developer to remove.  It is now very rare to see natural all over an urban site at the end of the 
excavation, and it would be interesting to see if the amount of hand excavated prehistoric 
archaeology and hand excavated late medieval and post medieval archaeology has declined on 
deeply stratified commercial sites over recent years. 
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IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƳǇǊƻƳƛǎŜΩ ƛǎ ǘƻ Řo less recording on site, as this is time consuming, 
complicated and requires experienced staff who know what they are doing.  So at the end of the 
ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ hŦŦƛŎŜǊ ǿƘƻ Ƙŀǎ ΨŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘΩ ƛǎ ǘƘŜƴ ƭŜŦǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇƛƭŜ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎƭŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ 
contradictory archaeological records, which are actually more an aide memoire than an ordered, 
indexed and internally consistent Site Archive (Participant Interview 19: 90.00).  The Project 
Officer can then either admit that the documentation is more or less meaningless, or they can 
cover it up by producing some form of site report, which may bare only a passing resemblance to 
the original archaeological evidence (Participant Interview 19: 90.00). 

 

The academic quality of all of this archaeological documentation is supposed to be checked by 
the local Archaeological Monitors, who either accept it or reject it as a reliable Project Archive.  
However, the Archaeological Monitors primary role is to monitor planning applications and 
ensure that planning conditions were met, and they therefore have very little time to check 
archaeological documentation or archaeological Site Archives (Participant Interview 05: 55 - 61).  
If the Archaeological Monitors do reject the documentation then the archaeological organisation 
is not necessarily obliged to resubmit an improved version, especially if they will lose money re-
doing the post-excavation work, so all the archaeological documentation is put in a box and 
ŦƻǊƎƻǘǘŜƴ ŀōƻǳǘΣ ŀƴŘ ƛŦ ŀƴȅƻƴŜ ŀǎƪǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ΨƻƴƎƻƛƴƎΩ (Participant Interview 19: 
93.30). 

 

This all placed emphasis upon not finding things because finding things costs money, and 
individual Project Officers were judged not upon the standard and accuracy of the archaeological 
records and the Site Archive, but upon how quickly they could finish a site and how much money 
they could make, and this produced a general tendency to see each archaeological site in 
isolation and all archaeological excavations as one-off commercial projects which should be 
completed as quickly and as profitably as possible (Participant Interview 13: 117.00).  Those who 
prospered within this system were therefore not the most competent or conscientious 
ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎ ǿƘƻ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƳǇǊƻƳƛǎŜΩΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ 
ΨŎƻƳǇǊƻƳƛǎŜΩ meant doing whatever it took to please the developers and to complete the 
project within the limits of the original bid.  Unfortunately, as there will always be some 
ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƘƻ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƳǇǊƻƳƛǎŜΩ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ǘƘƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŦŜŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŜǊ-
decreasing spiral of lower bids and falling standards. 
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PRESERVATION IN SITU 

During the 1980's local planning departments (acting upon the advice of the local Archaeological 
Monitors or archaeological Planning Officers) could only ask developers for a limited amount of 
time on site to undertake an archaeological excavation as part of the planning permission 
(Aitchison 2012: 60.)  If significant archaeological remains were uncovered during the 
archaeological excavation then the developer would be asked for additional time so the 
excavation could be completed, possible in conjunction with a local or national publicity 
campaign to put additional pressure on the developer.  However, if the archaeological remains 
were significant enough to be ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜŘ in situΩ then this could only be done if the site was 
scheduled as an ancient monument, and as planning permission had already been granted the 
developer could then claim substantial compensation from either the government or the local 
council (AM and AA Act 1979: paragraph 10). 

 

The idea which developed within English Heritage in the mid to late 1980Ωs (and first put forward 
by Paul Gosling (Aitchison 2012: 56)) was therefore to provide local planning departments with 
some form of planning guidance which ensured that all archaeological evaluation and possible 
excavation was carried out before planning permission was granted, with emphasis placed upon 
ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ in situΩ, and only resorting to full archaeological excavation and Ψpreservation by 
recordΩ ǿƘŜƴ ΨǇǊŜǎŜrvation in situΩ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ.  This initial idea was developed into a draft 
ΨǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǊΩ ōȅ DǊŀƘŀƳ CŀƛǊŎƭƻǳƎƘ ŀƴŘ aƛƪŜ tŀǊƪŜǊ-Pearson (both Inspectors of Ancient 
Monuments for English Heritage) in 1987 (Aitchison 2012: 56), and following a number of initial 
drafts this document was then shown to Geoffrey Wainwright (who was Chief Inspector of 
Ancient Monuments for English Heritage) and whoΩs initial reaction was, according to Mike 
Parker-Pearson ΨOh good grief no - the last thing we want to do is make these views public 
because then DNH [Department for National Heritage] will get upset and tell us we're not to do 
ƛǘΩ ό!ƛǘŎƘƛǎƻƴ нлмнΥ соύΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŘǊŀŦǘ ΨǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǊΩ was then developed Ψby stealthΩ (Aitchison 
2012: 56, 63) as an internal draft document within English Heritage, and by July 1988 it had 
acquired the title Ψ!ǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΩ (Aitchison 2012: 56, 64). 

 

Throughout the 1980Ωs English Heritage grant funding had been directed at specific 
archaeological projects of limited scope, duration and cost (Andrews and Thomas 1995: 185;  
Aitchison 2012: 63), however, in July 1988 in an attempt to encourage local planning 
departments to consider the archaeological potential of a site before granting planning 
permission Geoffrey Wainwright wrote a letter to the Chair of the Association of County 
Archaeological Officers stating that English Heritage would no longer fund projects where 
archaeological destruction could have been prevented in the planning stage (Aitchison 2012: 64;  
see also  Wainwright 1997).  This policy led to the destruction of a number of high profile 
archaeological sites with only limited archaeological recording, including the QueenΩs Hotel site in 
York (ǿƘŜǊŜ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ƘŀŘ ΨƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ŀ ǘƻƪŜƴ ϻнлΣллл ǘƻ ŦǳƴŘ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎΣ which was 
ǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊƛƭȅ ƳŀǘŎƘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΩ (Aitchison 2012: 58)), as well as sites in Winchester and 
Worcester (Aitchison 2012: 64), and at the same time Huggin Hill Roman Bath House in the City 
of London was also being excavated and would eventually be destroyed because the developers 
(Hammerson plc.) had already been granted planning permission.  Then in early 1989 the site of 
ShakespeareΩs Rose Theatre was uncovered to the west of Southwark Bridge on Bankside in 
Southwark, and this generated a lot of national and international publicity and a popular political 
campaign which wanted the site preserved and put on public display. 
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On 21st February 1989 in the House of Commons Robert Maclennan MP asked the Secretary of 
{ǘŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ΨǿƘŀǘ Ǌepresentations he had received from English Heritage 
concerning the archaeological discovery of the Elizabethan Rose theatre in Southwark; and if he 
ǿƛƭƭ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΩ όIŀƴǎŀǊŘ мфуфŀύΦ  This question was passed on by civil servants to English 
Heritage where Jane Sharman (who was Head of Conservation for English Heritage) asked 
Geoffrey Wainwright to provide additional information (Aitchison 2012: 58), and following a 
meeting with the Secretary of State for the Environment Nicholas Ridley MP in which Geoffrey 
Wainwright explained the background to the Rose Theatre excavation, he was told by the 
minister to ΨƎƻ ŀǿŀȅ ŀƴŘ produce a documentΩ ό!ƛǘŎƘƛǎƻƴ нлмнΥ спύΦ  The draft Ψplanning circularΩ 
and the letter to the Chair of the Association of County Archaeological Officers were then passed 
on to Jane Sharman who combined and redrafted them while liaising with Harry Knottley (the 
lead civil servant at the Department of the Environment) to ensure that it would fit in with 
government policy (Aitchison 2012: 59).  By September 1989 this draft ΨƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ŀƎŀƛƴ 
ōȅ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǎŜǊǾŀƴǘǎΩ ό!ƛǘŎƘƛǎƻƴ нлмнΥ рсύ following lobbying by the CBI and British Property 
Federation (Aitchison 2012: 65), and though English Heritage wanted to emphasis the 
preservation of archaeological sites within the planning process (Aitchison 2012: 56), the 
Department of the Environment wanted to ensure that the cost of archaeological excavations 
was not the responsibility of either national or local government while also reducing the burden 
on developers by allowing them to choose who would undertake the archaeological work on 
their behalf (Aitchison 2012: 59), and in the view of Geoffrey Wainwright the government saw 
ǘƘƛǎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ Ψŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŀ ŦǳǊƻǊŜΩ ŀƴŘ Ψŀ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŜƳōǊŀŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊ Ǉŀȅǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΩ, and 
ƴƻǘ ŀǎ Ψŀ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ǎƛǘŜǎΩ ό!ƛǘŎƘƛǎƻƴ нлмнΥ ср) which had been the original intention (see 
also  Wainwright 1997).  A full draft was then circulated to local government archaeologists as a 
pre-consultation document in October 1989, and following a number of responses the ΨǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ 
ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǊΩ was upgraded to ΨǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜΩ to put it on an equal footing with other 
environmental planning guidance (Aitchison 2012: 64 - 65).  The final draft of PPG16 was then put 
out for public consultation in February 1990 (Aitchison 2012: 57), and a more or less unchanged 
document was eventually published as  Planning Policy Guidance 16: Archaeology and Planning  
on 21st November 1990 (Aitchison 2012: 59, 65), the day before Margaret Thatcher resigned as 
Conservative Prime Minister. 

 

To understand the full implications of PPG16 it is necessary to examine the precise wording of 
the document. 

 

ttDмс Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘǿƻ ǇŀǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƛǾŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǇǇŜƴŘƛȄŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇŀǊǘ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘ Ψ¢ƘŜ 
ImportanŎŜ ƻŦ !ǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΩ ǎǘŀǊǘǎ ōȅ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎΣ 
and places archaeological considerations firmly within the early stages of the local authority 
planning process (PPG16 1990: paragraphs 1 and 14).  It then tries to strike a balance between 
the interests of developers and the interests of archaeologists by outlining a number of graded 
responses depending upon the significance of the archaeological remains, these ranged from 
ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭƛƴƎΣ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ ƻŦ ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊvation in situΩΣ ǘƻ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ Ψpreservation by 
recordΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ Ŧǳƭƭ ƻǇŜƴ ŀǊŜŀ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ Řƻǿƴ ǘƻ ŀ watching brief.  
For nationally important archaeological remains there should be a presumption in favour of 
preservation, however, for less significant remains the local planning authorities should make a 
decision by weighing the relative importance of the archaeological remains against the need for 
the proposed development (PPG16 1990: paragraph 8) with most emphasis placed upon 
ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ in situΩ ǿƘŜƴŜǾŜǊ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ όttDмс мффлΥ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘǎ мн ŀƴŘ моύΣ ŀƎŀƛƴ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ǘƘŜ 
situation which occurred on the Rose Theatre excavation. 
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¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ttDмс ƎƻŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǾŀƎǳŜ Ψ!ŘǾƛŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ IŀƴŘƭƛƴƎ 
ƻŦ !ǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ aŀǘǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ tǊƻŎŜǎǎΩΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘŀǊǘǎ ōȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 
remains within local authority development plans and pointing out that not all nationally or 
locally important archaeological remains may already be scheduled (PPG16 1990: paragraphs 15 
and 16).  It then highlights the importance of the Sites and Monuments Records (SMR) which 
should be organised on the county level by the local County Council with the assistance of the 
County Archaeologist (PPG16 1990: paragraph 17).  It then goes on to point out that local 
planning authorities Ƴŀȅ ǿƛǘƘŘǊŀǿ ΨǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΩ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƪƴƻǿƴ όŀƴŘ 
ǇǊŜǎǳƳŀōƭȅ ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭŜŘύ ΨŀƴŎƛŜƴǘ ƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ planning 
permission then has to be sort from the Secretary of State (PPG16 1990: paragraph 18). 

 

The next sections of PPG16 starts by encouraging prospective developers to consult the local 
Sites and Monuments Record (currently referred to as the Historic Environment Record or HER) 
at an early stage of their own research into the development potential of a specific area, and 
possibly commission a Desk-Top or Desk Based Assessment Report from a professionally qualified 
archaeological organisation or consultant (presumably IFA membership) (PPG16 1990: 
paragraphs 19 and 20).  If the results of the Desk-Top Assessment Report indicated that 
ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ŜȄƛǎǘ ǘƘŜƴ Ψƛǘ ƛǎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ planning authority (and 
its local Archaeological Monitors) to request an archaeological Evaluation Report to establish the 
character and extent of archaeological remains within the area prior to a planning application.  
¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƛǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ Ψŀ ǊŀǇƛŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŜȄǇŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŀƴŘ ǎƳŀƭƭ-
ǎŎŀƭŜ ǘǊƛŀƭ ǘǊŜƴŎƘƛƴƎΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ carried out by a professionally qualified archaeological 
organisation or archaeologist (again presumably IFA membership), and the local planning 
authority may ask for an Evaluation Report if a planning application is made without 
consideration of any archaeological remains (PPG16 1990: paragraphs 21, 22 and 23). 

 

The most significant section of the document comes in the next three sections, entitled 
Ψ!ǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ tǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ wŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ CǳƴŘƛƴƎΩΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘŀǊǘǎ ōȅ ǊŜƛǘŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ 
archaeological exŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Ψpreservation by recordΩ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŀƴ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜΣ ƛŦ 
ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ in situΩ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŦŜŀǎƛōƭŜΦ  Lǘ ǘƘŜƴ ƎƻŜǎ ƻǳǘ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ planning permission is not 
subject to developers agreeing to fund excavations, and that developers should not obtain 
planning permission for agreeing to fund the excavation of archaeological remains which should 
ōŜ ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜŘ in situΩΦ  LŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ planning authority considers that archaeological remains are 
not important enough to preserve in situ or if it is not feasible to preserve in situ then it would be 
ΨŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜΩ ŦƻǊ the planning authority to ensure that the developer has made 
ΨŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
publication of the results before granting planning permission, and if such provisions are not 
made or are not acceptable then the planning authority may impose a planning constraint 
όttDмс мффлΥ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ нрύΦ  CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀŘǾƛǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǎǳŎƘ ΨŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ 
satisfŀŎǘƻǊȅ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴΩ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ōȅ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀƭƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ όttDмс мффлΥ 
paragraph 26). 

 

The next sections deal with the granting of planning permission.  This restates what has gone 
before, however, it does add that the refusal of planning permission on archaeological grounds 
should be considered as a last resort, and that an archaeological watching brief may be imposed 
as a planning constraint, though there is no provision for stopping the development.  So there is a 
general presumption in favour of granting planning permission, and archaeological 
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ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ǎƻƭŜƭȅ ǳǇƻƴ ŀ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅ 
ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴΩ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƳŀŘŜΦ 

 

The final section of PPG16 deals with unexpected discoveries during development.  This states 
ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴȅ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜŘ in situΩ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ 
are considered important (PPG16 1990: paragraph 31).  This may be possible if the archaeological 
remains are found during excavation, however, if they are found after any archaeological work 
has been completed then there would be no time to go through the procedure before the 
developer has removed the remains, as again there is no provision for stopping the development. 

 

The appendix lists key bodies and organisations, contact addresses for City or County 
Archaeological Officers and the Sites and Monuments Record (now the Historic Environment 
Record or HER), legislative arrangements, secretary of state criteria for scheduling ancient 
monuments and finally statutory instruments for ancient monuments. 

 

In Wales a separate document entitled Planning Policy Guidance 16: Archaeology and Planning 
(Wales) was published in November 1991, and this became widely known as PPG16 (Wales) 
(Participant Interview 05: 20).  This was an almost identical document other than the 
responsibility for organising and maintaining the Sites and Monuments Records (SMR) was 
delegated to the four Welsh Archaeological Trusts (PPG16 (Wales) 1991: paragraph 17), and the 
key Welsh bodies and organisations were listed in the appendix. 

 

In Scotland an equivalent document entitled National Planning Policy Guidance NPPG5: 
Archaeology and Planning was published in January 1994, supported by Planning Advice Note 
PAN 42: Archaeology, and these documents became known as NPPG5 / PAN 42.  These 
documents were slightly different to PPG16 and PPG16 (Wales), however, they did set out similar 
procedures and they did ǇƭŀŎŜ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ǳǇƻƴ ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ in situΩ ǿƘŜǊŜǾŜǊ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΦ 
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THE CONSEQUENCE OF PRESERVATION IN SITU 

PPG16 placed archaeology firmly within the planning process, and placed emphasis upon 
archaeology being considered early on in that process to avoid the situation on the Rose Theatre 
site.  Most of the local planning authorities appear to have been ready for the change (Aitchison 
2012: 65), and already had local Archaeological Monitors in place.  The larger developers also 
adapted quickly, but smaller developers were slower to realise that archaeological remains could 
become a factor within their planning application, however, the overall effect was a rapid 
increase in the amount of archaeological work undertaken.  To understand how PPG16 was 
initially interpreted in practice it may be best to see how the nature of archaeological work 
changed during the various stages of the planning process. 

 

Initially there was a rapid increase in the number of Desk-Top or Desk Based Assessment Reports, 
which used the Sites and Monuments Record (now the Historic Environment Record or HER) and 
other documentary sources to identify what archaeological remains may be in the area of a 
proposed development.  These assessments started off as useful documents which summarised 
ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛƴ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀǊŜŀΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǉǳƛŎƪƭȅ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ΨŎǳǘ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǎǘŜΩ 
projects which just repeated earlier information, and the increase levelled off after about 1993 
(Darvill and Russell 2002), presumably as developers realised that they could save money by 
moving straight to an evaluation project. 

 

Initially there was also a slow but steady increase in the number of evaluation projects, which 
were small-scale trial trench excavations used to establish the character and extent of any 
archaeological remains within the area of the proposed development.  (Prior to the introduction 
of PPG16 archaeological rescue excavations only took place after planning permission had been 
granted which meant that if significant archaeological remains were found during the excavation 
then they could not be scheduled without the government having to pay compensation to the 
developer, which was the problem with the Rose Theatre excavation.  After the introduction of 
PPG16 all archaeological excavations had to take place before planning permission was granted 
with emphasis placed upon preservation Ψin situΩΣ ǎƻ small-scale evaluation projects were 
introduced to establish the exact character and extent of any archaeological remains within the 
area of the proposed development before any further decisions were taken.)  The resulting 
Evaluation Report (which usually contained some form of desk-top assessment) was then used by 
the local Archaeological Monitors to judge the importance of the archaeological remains and to 
prepare a detailed set of project specifications, WSI (Written Scheme of Investigation) or project 
ΨbriefΩ ŦƻǊ ŀƴȅ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǿƻǊƪΦ  Evaluation projects therefore became the standard 
response to planning applications in areas of known archaeological remains, particularly in urban 
environments, and the number undertaken increased until about 1996, before levelling off in line 
with the overall number of planning applications (Darvill and Russell 2002).  However, some 
developers still remained reluctant to pay for an evaluation project without assurances of getting 
planning permission (Darvill and Russell 2002). 

 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŀ ǎƭƻǿŜǊ ōǳǘ ǎǘŜŀŘȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ in situΩ ŀƴŘ ŀ 
corresponding decline in the number of evaluation projects that then went on to become full 
scale archaeological projects as developers, and particularly architects and civil engineers, 
grasped the implications of PPG16 and changed their standard engineering approach (Darvill and 
Russel 2002).  Within PPG16 ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻ ǇǊŜŎƛǎŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜǎ ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ in 
situΩΣ though it soon became a widespread and accepted practice to grant planning permission on 
a loss of less than 5% of the archaeological deposit to preserve 95% of what remained.  This 
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encouraged a change in the normal design and structural engineering of many buildings, and the 
ƎǊŀŘǳŀƭ ŀŘƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅΩ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜǎ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀƴ 
ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ Ψmitigation strategyΩΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƻƴ ǳǊōŀƴ ǎƛǘŜǎ (Participant Interview 05: 85 - 90;  
Participant Interview 06: 16).  This involved the increased use of concrete pilling and reinforced 
concrete beams as the standard engineering technique for the construction of foundations (an 
engineering solution), with the number, type and location of the piles then open to discussion 
and negotiation.  Other archaeological remains were either covered over by reinforced concrete 
capping, or by a raised ground level, or by avoiding the area entirely (a redesign solution), and 
there may also have been a decline in the number of basements and underground car parks, 
particularly in private buildings. 

 

The role of the local Archaeological Monitors within the planning process was to strike a balance 
between the interests of developers and the interests of archaeologists, and decide what was or 
ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ΨǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜΩ όttDмс мффлΥ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘǎ нм and 25).  This normally meant that local 
Archaeological Monitors could intervene at two stages within the planning process: 

 

 

1 Depending upon the location of the proposed development, the local Archaeological Monitors 
may ask the developer to undertake an evaluation project. 

 

Initially this decision was based upon the local knowledge of the Archaeological Monitor, a search on the 
Sites and Monuments Record (now the Historic Environment Record or HER), and possibly the results of a 
Desk-Top Assessment Report, if the developer had commissioned one.  However, developers soon 
demanded more specific criteria, and many local planning authorities started drawing up Constraint Maps 
which would indicate where archaeological remains were likely to be (Ove Arup with York University 1991).  
Presumably the developers required specific archaeological zones like other local authority development 
plans, so if the proposed development was inside an archaeological zone they had to worry about 
archaeology, and if the proposed development was outside an archaeological zone then archaeology was 
not going to be a problem. 

 

Constraint Maps eventually developed into more sophisticated deposit models, particularly within urban 
areas.  These deposit models attempted not only to indicate where archaeological deposits may be, but 
ŀƭǎƻ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ŀ ΨǾŀƭǳŜΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘǎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǳǇƻƴ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀΣ 
ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǎǇŀŎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘ ΨǎǘŀǘǳǎΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ŀ reflection of the current research 
ŀƎŜƴŘŀΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŜ ΨǾŀƭǳŜΩ ŀǘǘŀŎƘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘǎ ǿŀǎ ŀ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ƻǿƴ ǘƛƳŜ 
and circumstances (Barker 1999: 142).  Unfortunately, deposit modelling could not predict the unexpected, 
and by prŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ ŀ ΨǾŀƭǳŜΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻƴƭȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀƴ ŜȄŎǳǎŜ ŦƻǊ ƴƻǘ 
ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪƛƴƎ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƭƻǿ ΨǾŀƭǳŜΩ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǳƴŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ŦƛƴŘǎ ŀǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ƻŎŎǳǊΣ 
so in effect the model becomes a self fulfilling prophecy (see also  Thomas 2013: 100). 

 

Regardless of the criteria used, the decision on whether to undertake an evaluation project or not usually 
came down to the judgment and personal opinion of the local Archaeological Monitor, however, that 
decision may also have been subject to non-archaeological factors, which then shape the archaeological 
record.  For example, the current needs of a town are usually more significant than its historical past, so 
economically depressed towns which were actively encouraging development were unlikely to encourage 
evaluation projects, and towns with an established tourist and heritage industry were likely to have already 
undertaken archaeological excavations, and were therefore more likely to undertake evaluation projects.  
On a more local level, the need to justify undertaking an evaluation project to a sceptical developer or their 
archaeological consultant may also mean that evaluation projects were only undertaken in locations where 
the local Archaeological Monitor was sure of finding significant archaeological remains, thus defeating the 
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main objective of an evaluation project.  Some Archaeological Monitors may also find that in certain 
circumstances questioning planning decisions or forcing developers to undertake archaeological 
excavations may not endear them to their direct employers, the local council (Participant Interview 14: 
80.30). 

 

This was not the case in Wales where, following consultations with CADW and the Welsh Archaeological 
Trusts, PPG16 (Wales) was replaced in December 1996 by Welsh Office Circular 60/96: Planning and the 
Historical Environment: Archaeology, which became widely known as WOC 60/96 or just 60/96 (Participant 
Interview 05: 36 - 38). 

 

Welsh Office  (1996)  Welsh Office Circular 60/96: Planning and the Historical Environment: Archaeology.  
Cardiff: Welsh Office. 

 

This was a simplified version of PPG16 (Wales) with one important difference, in paragraph 21 of PPG16 
(Wales) it stated that if the results of the Desk-Top Assessment Report indicated that important 
ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ŜȄƛǎǘ ǘƘŜƴ Ψƛǘ ƛǎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ planning authority (and its local 
Archaeological Monitors) to request an archaeological Evaluation Report, however, in the equivalent 
ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ƛƴ ²h/ слκфс ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ōȅ Ψthe planning authority should request the prospective 
developer to arrange for an archaeological field evaluation to be carried out before any decision on the 
planning application ƛǎ ǘŀƪŜƴΩ ό²h/ слκфсΥ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ моύ  (my emphasis).  This one change made the 
situation in Wales far clearer and gave the Welsh Archaeological Monitors far more control within the early 
planning process, as well as allowing them to continue to act specifically in the interests of the archaeology 
instead of having to decide what waǎ ƻǊ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ΨǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜΩ (Participant Interview 05: 40 - 46).  As one of 
ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘ Ǉǳǘ ƛǘΣ ΨǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ƘǳƎŜ ǘƘƛƴƎΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŀƪŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ƛǘΩ (Participant 
Interview 05: 44), whereas a decision on whether to undertake an evaluation project in England under 
PPG16 or in Scotland under NPPG5 / PAN 42 would still depend upon individual Archaeological Monitors 
and their willingness to confront developers and their archaeological consultants. 

 

 

2 Depending upon the results of the evaluation project and the importance of the archaeological 
remains found, the local Archaeological Monitors may ask the developer to make further provision for 
archaeological remains as part of a graded response. 

 

Although the precise sequence of events varied with each archaeological project, in general, if it was 
decided that further archaeological work was required then the local Archaeological Monitor (possibly in 
conjunction with the archaeological organisation that had completed the Evaluation Report) would 
produce a detailed set of project specifications or WSI (Written Scheme of Investigation) which would also 
contain the local report and archive requirements set by the City or County Archaeologist (Participant 
Interview 10: 70 - 72;  Participant Interview 11: 67 - 72, 101 - 102;  Participant Interview 18: 37.00).  This 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ΨbriefΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ōȅ ŀƭƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ Ǉǳǘ ƻǳǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊ ŦƻǊ 
competitive tenders. 

 

The decision on whether to proceed with further archaeological work and what that archaeological work 
would entail was therefore supposed to be a balanced judgement, and subject to negotiation and 
voluntary agreement.  The Archaeological Monitor had to weigh the relative importance of the 
archaeological remains against the need for the proposed development, and come to a decision which 
could be justified, defended and was able to withstand the legal test of reasonableness.  The developers on 
the other hand regarded archaeology as a contamination problem (though they are usually too polite to 
admit this) and something they have to go through, which was why on large projects they hire 
archaeological consultants to lessen the cost and the inconvenience.  The archaeological consultants 
represent the interests of the developer, and they use both the authority of the developer (as the paying 
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client) and their archaeological knowledge within any negotiations with the local Archaeological Monitor.  
As archaeological consultants have more incentive to fight for the interests of their clients, the outcome of 
these negotiations usually depended upon the determination of the local Archaeological Monitor.  (From 
personal experience, this can frequently lead to an unsatisfactory compromise.) 

 

With the ƎǊŀŘǳŀƭ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅΩ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ 
ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ in situΩ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ŎƘŜŀǇŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ Ψpreservation by recordΩΦ  The response to 
ŀƴȅ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŜƴ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ in situΩΣ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎignificance, and the 
ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǊŜŎƻǊŘΩ ǎƘǊǳƴƪ ǘƻ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘ ōȅ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ 
within the development, such as basements or underground car parks.  So what was indented to be a 
graded response depending upon the importance of the archaeological remains soon became a standard 
Ψmitigation strategyΩΣ the details of which were subject to negotiation, and the very reason for undertaking 
an evaluation project (to provide information for a graded response) had therefore been taken away.  
όaŀƴȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ψmitigation strategyΩ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ evaluation project takes place, and 
are then very reluctant to change it after the evaluation project had finished.) 

 

The adoption of standard mitigation strategies also ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ 
in situΩ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭƛƴƎΦ  LŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƻǊ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ 
and/or too vulnerable to subjected them to a standard mitigation strategy, then the Archaeological 
Monitor Ƴŀȅ ŦŜŜƭ ƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ƛƴǎƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǳǇƻƴ ŀƴ ΨƻǇŜƴ ŀǊŜŀΩ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Ψpreservation by 
recordΩ.  This could include areas such as medieval street frontages or river frontages, as well as cemeteries 
and graveyards. 

 

Problems also occurred in ensuring compliance with any voluntary agreement, as it was not unknown for 
developers or their sub-contractors to remove archaeological deposits or change the agreed piling plan 
after the archaeologists have left the site.  Lƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎŀǎŜǎ ŀƴȅ Ψmitigation strategyΩ ǿŀǎ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ 
ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ƻǊ ΨŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜ ŀƛƳǎΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ ŀōŀƴŘƻƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎŜ ƻŦ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ƻǊ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ 
necessity or impending project deadlines.  Local Archaeological Monitors occasionally included an 
archaeological watching brief to ensure that this did not happen, but the most these watching briefs could 
achieve was to inform the Archaeological Monitors ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ψmitigation strategyΩ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ƛƎƴƻǊŜŘΦ 

 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ Ψmitigation strategiesΩ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƭways the case.  The economic conditions in 
ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ нлллΩǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŎƘŜŀǇ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ 
with the financial returns from large rural housing projects, particularly those on green field sites in some 
parts of southern England.  A number of large construction companies therefore preferred complete 
archaeological excavation of entire site and the removal of all archaeological evidence as quickly as 
possible, as this meant that there would be no redesign delays or costly engineering problems, and it also 
allowed them unrestricted use of all the available land, as well as free access to the entire area during the 
construction process (Participant Interview 05: 85 - 90).  This situation was the direct result of specific 
economic circumstances, and following the economic downturn in 2008 there was a rapid return to 
standard Ψmitigation strategiesΩ in an attempt to spend as little as possible on archaeological excavation 
(Participant Interview 05: 85 - 90). 
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The overall effect of PPG16 has therefore been to reduce the majority of urban archaeological 
projects to a number of small evaluation trenches (urban evaluation trenches are usually 4.00m 
by 4.00m or 2.00m by 2.00m, depending upon the anticipated depth of stratigraphy and the need 
to step in at 1.20m), and the archaeological value of these trenches is at best questionable.  
Firstly, because the location of these evaluation trenches has now become subject to negotiation, 
as developers prefer archaeological excavations to be carried out in areas where piling is not 
going to take place (an area which has been archaeologically excavated has to be backfilled with 
compacted rubble crush before it can be piled, and that costs money).  So evaluation trenches 
may be placed, not in areas of archaeological potential, but in areas which will not be affected by 
the development, again defeating the main objective of an evaluation project, and there is also a 
danger on some constantly changing construction projects that so many isolated evaluation 
trenches or Ψdeveloper test pitsΩ are dug that the entire sites can become Ψtrenched to deathΩ.  
Secondly, because these trenches are large enough to identify that there was something there, 
but are too small to tell with any degree of certainty what that something may have been 
(Participant Interview 04: 24).  So for example, an evaluation trench may contain a corner of a 
possible clay floor and a post hole, but from the little evidence available it is impossible to say 
whether this was a structure or not, let alone its size, orientation or method of construction.  The 
resulting archaeological documentation is therefore difficult to analyse as it consists mainly of 
sections from isolated areas and no overall plans. 

 

The long-term eŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ in situΩ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǳƴƪƴƻǿƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ 
judge because it will be impossible to tell if any decay occurred before or after the archaeological 
ǎǘǊŀǘƛƎǊŀǇƘȅ ǿŀǎ ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ in situΩΦ  When buried, archaeological remains will decay until they 
reach a point of equilibrium with the surrounding buried environment.  The amount of decay will 
therefore depend upon the ground conditions, and any change in those ground conditions has 
the potential to re-start decay.  Once re-started that decay cannot be restored, only the ground 
conditions can be restored, and that may not be enough to stop the decay (Kenward and Hall 
2001;  Southport Group 2011b: section 2.2.7).  This is particularly true of waterlogged organic 
deposits, as any alteration in ground conditions or the water level may re-start irrevocable decay.  
If done properly the long-term cost of monitoring of the ground conditions may itself become 
prohibitive, and may become more expensive than excavation. 

 

 

 

 

όΨwƻǎŜ /ƻǳǊǘΩ a 10 storey high office block was eventually constructed over the site of the Rose 
Theatre in 1990, and (according to a BBC News report on 13th April 1999) was unable to attract a 
tenant for some considerable time, the asking rent had to be lowered from £40 - £35 per square 
foot to £25, and the building is now the head quarters of the Health and Safety Executive.  The 
wƻǎŜ ¢ƘŜŀǘǊŜ ƛǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜŘ in situΩ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
ground conditions are still being monitored by English Heritage.  This internationally important 
archaeological site has not been put on public display as was promised at the time, and it is 
interesting to speculate why?) 
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2.1    ARCHAEOLOGICAL EXCAVATION AND RECORDING 
 

The introduction of PPG16 had little initial effect upon the working practices of professional 
archaeology as most archaeological units attempted to maintain the existing working culture.  
However, both competitive tendering and preservation in situ did bring gradual change to the 
basic underlying structure of professional archaeology, and more fundamental change then 
occurred as specific individuals recognised the full implications of developer funding and saw the 
new emerging commercial structure as an opportunity to gain influence and make money.  
Although the first significant change that occur after the introduction of PPG16 had nothing to do 
with either competitive tendering or preservation in situ. 

 

Like most archaeological units the Museum of London (Department of Urban Archaeology) coped 
with constantly changing staffing requirements by operating a last-in first-out staffing policy, with 
individual archaeologists employed on temporary two or three month contracts which after two 
years continuous employment would automatically become permanent contracts.  In 1987 the 
Museum of London (Department of Urban Archaeology) had taken on large numbers of 
archaeologists (myself included) to cope with the building boom caused by the deregulation of 
the financial markets, and by 1990 numbers had risen to over 200 archaeologists most of whom 
were by then on permanent contracts, with an additional 100 to 150 archaeologists employed by 
the Museum of London (Department of Greater London Archaeology).  However, as the building 
boom started to slow down staff numbers had to be reduced, and once those on temporary 
contracts had been laid off those on permanent contracts had to be made redundant, and these 
individuals were entitled to redundancy pay related to their length of service.  So the more 
permanent staff that were made redundant, the more money had to be paid out in redundancy, 
and the more money that had to be paid out in redundancy the more staff had to be laid off and 
the larger their redundancy payments got.  From 1990 to 1991 the Museum of London 
(Department of Urban Archaeology) went from over 200 archaeologists to less than 40, and 
eventually the Museum of London (Department of Urban Archaeology) and the Museum of 
London (Department of Greater London Archaeology) had to be merged and restructured and in 
December 1991 they became the Museum of London Archaeology Service (MoLAS) (Participant 
Interview 14: 22.00;  Participant Interview 15: 5.00). 

 

This had a number of entirely unintended consequences, the first of which was to send large 
numbers of very experienced Museum of London (Department of Urban Archaeology) trained 
urban archaeologists out onto other urban archaeological projects throughout Britain and the 
rest of Europe, some of whom ended up in places as far apart as Verona, Dortmund, Trondheim, 
and eventually even Çatalhöyük in central Turkey.  These individuals took with them not only the 
Museum of London (Department of Urban Archaeology) excavational methodology, but also the 
second edition DUA Site Manual published in 1990, and perhaps more importantly the red ring-
binder third edition MoLAS Site Manual published in 1994 
(http://www.thedigsite.co.uk/assets/molasmanual942.pdf  (accessed  2017)), and this 
publication then became the basis for most of the Documentation System used on urban 
archaeological projects in Britain (Participant Interview 13, 2014: 5.00). 

 

http://www.thedigsite.co.uk/assets/molasmanual942.pdf
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(In 1996 a colleague working on an archaeological excavation in the mountains of Peru found 
that a number of archaeology students from the University of Cuzco had already translated the 
MoLAS Site Manual into Spanish, and were subsidising their student fees by selling photocopies 
of this translation to fellow undergraduates.) 

 

Another consequence of the collapse of the Museum of London (Department of Urban 
Archaeology) was the establishment of Pre-Construct Archaeology in September 1993 by a 
former DUA Senior Archaeologist.  This was an entirely commercial archaeological organisation 
which took full advantage of both competitive tendering and the gap in the market left by the 
temporary decline of the Museum of London to employ former DUA site staff to undertake urban 
archaeological projects in the London area.  The problems of finds analysis and post-excavation 
were solved by sub-contracting most of this work to independent specialists, a number of whom 
were also former Museum of London staff (Participant Interview 11: 81).  Around this time a 
number of other fully commercial archaeological organisations were also being established in 
other locations around Britain, and these included AC Archaeology set up in Wiltshire in 1991 and 
AOC Archaeology set up in Scotland also in 1991. 

 

The gradual change to the basic underlying structure of professional archaeology had its greatest 
and most immediate effect upon the large rural infrastructure projects which had previously 
been under-funded semi-professional excavations.  These quickly became fully professional 
archaeological excavations, mainly for health and safety reasons, and given the large number of 
archaeologists involved they soon became very large and very profitable contracts.  However, 
only a small number of regional archaeological units had the organisational ability and 
management experience to cope with these large integrated projects, and this reduced the 
number of archaeological units who could put in realistic bids for the largest of these contracts to 
just two, the Oxford Archaeological Unit, and to a lesser extent the Trust for Wessex Archaeology 
(whiŎƘ ǳƴŘŜǊǘƻƻƪ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǊƻŀŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ мффлΩǎ (Participant 
Interview 10: 103 - 105)).  Having established reputations for reliability these two archaeological 
organisations ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƴ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ΨǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊΩ ǎǘŀǘus with a number of major 
developers, gravel extraction companies and in particular government organisations such as the 
Highways Agency, and this allowed them avoid direct commercial pressure and to grow and 
expand rapidly (see also  Morris 1998). 

 

The other change to the basic underlying structure of professional archaeology occurred as a 
direct result of the introduction of preservation in situ and the corresponding increase in small 
evaluation projects and watching briefs.  The small size of these archaeological projects reduced 
the risk of cash flow problems and this made it possible for a number of very small and very 
commercial archaeological organisations to be set up to undercut existing archaeological units, 
usually by former Site Supervisors or other mid level employees. 
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF COMMERCIAL ARCHAEOLOGY    (The mid 1990ôs to early 2000ôs) 

.ȅ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ мффлΩǎ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀŘǳŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ ǳƴŘŜǊƭȅƛƴƎ structure of professional 
archaeology were starting to shape the development of commercial archaeology, and the 
defining characteristics were no longer the specific geographical area covered, regional rural 
archaeological units or town based urban archaeological units, but the size of the archaeological 
organisation. 

 

This produced an emerging commercial structure with three very large commercial 
archaeological organisations, the rapidly recovering Museum of London Archaeology Service 
which initially dealt with mainly medium and large sized urban archaeological projects in the 
London area, and the Oxford Archaeological Unit and the Trust for Wessex Archaeology which 
competed for both rural and urban archaeological project throughout southern and central 
England, and occasionally co-operated with each other, along with other archaeological 
organisation on large infrastructure projects such as the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL) in Kent 
(which later became referred to as High Speed 1 (HS1) and was eventually split into HS1 (section 
1), the southern section, and HS1 (section 2), the northern section).  The only thing that 
prevented these archaeological organisations from growing even ƭŀǊƎŜǊ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ Ψŀǿŀȅ 
ŘƛƎǎΩΦ  !ƴȅ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ǘƻƻ ŦŀǊ ŀǿŀȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳǳǘŜ ǘƻ ƻƴ ŀ Řŀƛƭȅ ōŀǎƛǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀƴ 
Ψŀǿŀȅ ŘƛƎΩΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊƻǾided with overnight accommodation, usually bed 
and breakfast, while they were working on a site.  The cost of paying for this accommodation 
ŎŀƳŜ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ōǳŘƎŜǘΣ ǎƻ ŀƴȅ Ψŀǿŀȅ ŘƛƎΩ ǿŀǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǇǊƻƘƛōƛǘƛǾŜ ǳƴƭŜǎǎ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ 
subsidised as a loss-leader, and therefore the site was far more likely to go to a local 
archaeological unitΦ  ¢ƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ Ψŀǿŀȅ ŘƛƎǎΩ ǘƘǳǎ initially maintained an element of territoriality. 

 

At the other end of the emerging commercial structure were an increasing number of very small 
and very commercial archaeological organisations which dealt with small and occasionally 
medium sized archaeological projects at a local level, and the archaeological competence of 
these small commercial archaeological organisations could vary depending upon the commercial 
priorities of the individuals in charge. 

 

The rest of the commercial structure consisted of medium sized archaeological units which had 
been set up before PPG16 and which still operated at a local or regional level.  These 
archaeological units had to compete with neighbouring archaeological units, as well as 
occasionally with the larger commercial archaeological organisations who were either already 
ΨǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ƻǊ ǿƘƻ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ ǘƻ ǎǳōǎƛŘƛǎŜ archaeological projects to establish 
themselves within an area, and they also had to compete with the very small commercial 
archaeological organisations who could undercut them on small or possibly medium sized 
archaeological projects.  To add to these problems competitive tendering had also increased the 
overall administration costs by creating a new management level (Project Manager) and a 
bureaucratic system of preparing and administering bids, negotiating contracts and dealing with 
developers, all of which had to be paid for out the profits from other archaeological projects. 

 

This put these medium sized archaeological units under increasing financial pressure, and many 
of these archaeological units had low capital reserves which also made them vulnerable to cash 
flow problems, so the loss of a single large archaeological project or a developer going 
bankrupted or refusing to pay on time could precipitate a crisis.  At some point between the mid 
мффлΩǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ нлллΩǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ƳŜŘƛǳƳ ǎƛȊŜŘ archaeological units went through some form of 
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financial crisis or council reorganisation, and these archaeological units were then forced either 
to closed down, merge or become commercial archaeological organisations (for a specific 
example see Turner 2000). 

 

The change from a local archaeological unit to a commercial archaeological organisation usually 
occurred by replacing the existing management either with external commercial managers or 
with internal middle level staff who saw this as an opportunity to gain promotion (Participant 
Interview 19: 104.00).  The staff reorganisations that inevitable followed these changes created 
hierarchical management structures intended to impose strict financial control and clear lines of 
responsibility, with a high percentage of turn over going to support the new Senior Managers, 
who were now able to set their own pay and conditions (Participant Interview 19: 105.00).  
Under these Senior Managers were Project Managers who prepared and administered bids for 
individual archaeological projects, dealt with developers and Archaeological Monitors, and set 
project budgets (and staffing numbers) (Participant Interview 10: 98 - 100;  Participant Interview 
11: 98 - 100).  The actual archaeological excavations were then passed onto Project Officers 
(formerly Site Supervisors) who were responsible for completing individual archaeological 
projects, and finally the site staff or Project Assistants (formerly Site Assistants) who maintained 
this staff structure by working on low paid short-term contracts.  These low paid short-term 
contracts were themselves justified and sustained by the ready availability of large numbers of 
inexperienced new graduates, and this created a constant turnover of site staff with the 
inevitable loss of specialist excavation and recording skills, particularly when dealing with 
complex urban stratigraphy.  Many of these medium sized commercial archaeological 
organisations appear to have ended up running on 40% - 60% overheads or on-costs, and none of 
that money was spent on actually doing archaeology.  (The full public accounts for all 
archaeological charities for the previous five years are available from the Charity Commission 
website  (http://www.charity-commission.gov.uk/showcharity/   (accessed  2011)), and all private 
company accounts are available from the Companies House website  
(https://beta.companieshouse.gov.uk/  (accessed  2015)).) 

 

The development of commercial archaeology and these new hierarchical management structures 
also changed the basic archaeological methodology used on site.  As commercial archaeological 
organisations now undertook a wide variety of rural and urban archaeological projects the 
archaeological methodology used was no longer adapted to specific local working conditions, but 
instead became a reflection of the working culture of the individual archaeological organisation. 

 

The working culture of the more successful commercial archaeological organisations was based 
upon completing archaeological excavations as quickly and as efficiently as possible, and this 
could best be achieved by cutting back on expensive and time consuming on-site recording.  The 
individual Documentation Systems that developed within these commercial archaeological 
organisations were therefore far more generic, and were based roughly around the MoLAS Site 
Manual but without using a strict Single Context Recording System, instead they used a wide 
variety of both rural and urban excavational methodologies depending upon individual 
ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƻƴƛŎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅƛƴƎ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ ό95aΩǎύ ŀƴŘ 
eventually GPS and GIS to produce precisely positioned Multi Context Plans (Conolly and Lake 
2006).  This frequently created problems when rural recording techniques and occasionally rural 
excavational techniques were used on urban archaeological projects, and the importance of 
establishing a definitive stratigraphic sequence on site was largely lost. 

 

http://www.charity-commission.gov.uk/showcharity/
https://beta.companieshouse.gov.uk/
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However, the move away from large open area excavation, and towards small trial trenches and 
ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ in situΩ ŀƭǎƻ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŜǎǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎǘ ǳǊōŀƴ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
required by, or were expected from the site staff.  This ultimately led to a general decline in both 
the standard of archaeological recording and the importance of the Site Archive, with all on-site 
problems pushed into post-excavation.  The emphasis therefore gradually changed from 
archaeological recording and the production of academic publications to archaeological 
interpretation and the production of well presented client reports which fulfil developer 
expectations. 

 

In 1998 the Oxford Archaeological Unit and the Trust for Wessex Archaeology set up Framework 
Archaeology as a joint venture company specifically designed to undertake archaeological 
projects for the British Airports Authority (BAA), initially over a five year period.  This involved 
very large rural excavations at Perry Oaks, Heathrow (22 hectare) which started in 1999, Stansted 
Airport (30 hectare) which started in 2000, and Heathrow Terminal 5 (50 hectares) which started 
in 2002, as well as smaller archaeological evaluations at Gatwick, Southampton and Edinburgh 
Airports.  As these were large rural projects the British AirǇƻǊǘǎ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΩǎ archaeological 
consultants ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŀŘƻǇǘƛƴƎ Ψŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘȅΩ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ΨŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ 
understanding how people inhabited past landscapes: archaeology as a study of people rather 
ǘƘŀƴ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘǎ ƻǊ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎΩΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴvolved developing a computer based recording system which 
ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ΨƎǊŜŀǘ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŀ historical 
narrative ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘŜŘΩ ό!ƭƭ ǉǳƻǘŜǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ŦǊƻƳ  
http:///www.framearch.co.uk/about.html  (accessed  2011);  see also  Andrews, Barrett and 
Lewis 2000). 

 

This theoretical approach was a version of Reflexive Archaeology which was first proposed in 
1997 by Professor Ian Hodder in the September issue of Antiquity, and then developed in his 
book The Archaeological Process: An Introduction (1999), following the initial stages of a 
particularly complex urban research excavation he directed at Çatalhöyük in central Turkey.  
Although a number of the key elements were missing Reflexive Archaeology was derived more or 
less intact from the concept of reflexivity as used by anthropologists and sociologists in 
conjunction with a number of different qualitative research methodologies (Willig 2001: 10).  
Reflexive Archaeology therefore probably originated from a particular archaeological approach 
which saw archaeology as a subdivision of anthropology, with its reliance upon understanding 
human behaviour through observation and written description (Atkinson 2007;  Hammersley and 
Atkinson 2007;  Davies 2008).  (From 2002 Professor Ian Hodder was the Dunlevie Family 
Professor of Anthropology at Stanford University, California.)  This particular view was held 
primarily by academic prehistoric archaeologists, who placed considerable emphasis upon 
artefacts and the interpretation of artefacts as a product of material culture, and this 
archaeological approach then has a tendency to see all archaeological projects as single self 
contained experiments with specific short-term aims and objectives, rather like an 
ŀƴǘƘǊƻǇƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻ ǊŜŀƭ Ψburden of proofΩ ƻƴƭȅ ΨǊŜŀŘŜǊ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ 
appropriate or an inappropriate research design.  This theoretical approach therefore rejected 
archaeological recording as a mechanical process and instead encouraged direct interpretation 
by archaeologists on site during excavation, however, this tended to produce multiple 
contradictory versions of the excavation, many for which were then superseded by later 
discoveries or further analysis, so it became very difficult to reach any form of conclusion, and 
the Site Director was then free to present whatever interpretation they preferred without feeling 
constrained by the Site Archive. 

http://www.framearch.co.uk/about.html
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This fitted in with the general approach being adopted by many of the commercial archaeological 
organisations ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ нлллΩǎΣ and to a certain extent provided academic justification for a 
policy which was primarily intended to save time and make money.  However, although the 
computer based recording system developed by Framework Archaeology was reputed to have 
been very impressive, the high level of on-site interpretation was perhaps only suited to specific 
very well funded rural projects with limited vertical stratigraphy and limited time constraints, and 
little interest was expressed in continuing with this theoretical approach after the project was 
completed (http://www.wessexarch.co.uk/blogs/niall-donald  (accessed  2011)), and the general 
theoretical approach at Çatalhöyük was also gradually changed by a number of former DUA staff. 

 

In 1999 the Oxford Archaeological Unit and the Trust for Wessex Archaeology also set up Oxford 
Wessex Archaeology as another joint venture company this time specifically designed to 
undertake large road and infrastructure projects.  Given the size and complexity of these projects 
this joint venture company was and still is the only archaeological organisation in Britain that has 
the ability, the resources and the reputation to allow the developers to fulfil their planning 
conditions on time and on budget.  The commercial archaeological organisations which have 
therefore benefited most from competitive tendering had done so by specialising in the most 
profitable and least skilled sector of the market where they are subject to virtually no commercial 
completion.  (It will be interesting to see who will receive the highly profitable archaeological 
contracts for HS2, the tried and tested Oxford Wessex Archaeology or a large number of smaller 
archaeological organisations.) 

 

http://www.wessexarch.co.uk/blogs/niall-donald
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THE CONSOLIDATION OF COMMERCIAL ARCHAEOLOGY    (The mid 2000ôs to early 2010ôs) 

.ȅ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ нлллΩǎ commercial archaeology had become firmly established, and the original 
system of local archaeological units providing a public service to the local community and an 
accurate academic record of the archaeological stratigraphy for future generations had been 
superseded by commercial archaeological organisations providing developers with a wide range 
ƻŦ Ŏƻǎǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ΨŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ 
perhaps best be charted and explained by following the re-naming and re-branding of the main 
regional and town based archaeological units. 

 

In 1991 the English Heritage funded Central Excavation Unit became the Central Archaeological 
Service, given the timing this change may have been the result of an English Heritage policy 
decision following the Rose Theatre excavation. 

In 1999 the Central Archaeological Service merged with the Ancient Monuments Laboratory to 
become the English Heritage Centre for Archaeology. 

Both the Central Excavation Unit and the later Central Archaeological Service remained grant 
funded English Heritage organisations and never undertook any direct developer funded 
excavations. 

 

In 2001 the Oxford Archaeological Unit became first Oxford Archaeology South and then Oxford 
Archaeology. 

Around 2001 the Trust for Wessex Archaeology became Wessex Archaeology, (although, 
following a protracted telephone conversation, they did seem very reluctant to say exactly when 
that change actually occurred, however, in The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Archaeology 
published in 2002 they are referred to as Wessex Archaeology.) 

In March 2004 the Winchester Archaeological Unit closed down after losing a large 
archaeological project to Oxford Archaeology. Dr David Johnston, a former tutor at Southampton 
University criticised commercial archaeology ŦƻǊ ǳƴŘŜǊŎǳǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ΨƭƻŎŀƭ 
background knoǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƭƻǎǘΩ ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘ ΨǘƘŜ ŎƘŜŀǇŜǎǘ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘΩ 
(https:// www.bajr.org/diggermagazine/nov2003  (accessed  2011)). 

In February 2005 Wessex Archaeology changed its official trading name from Trust for Wessex 
Archaeology to Wessex Archaeology (see  Companies House website). 

In 2006 the Norfolk Archaeological Unit became NAU Archaeology, a subsidiary of NPS Property 
Consultants Ltd, a commercial property services company wholly owned by Norfolk County 
Council. 

In February 2010 Oxford Archaeology finally changed its official trading name from The Oxford 
Archaeological Unit Limited to Oxford Archaeology (see  Companies House website). 

 

The larger archaeological organisations evŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǎƻƭǾŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƻŦ Ψŀǿŀȅ ŘƛƎǎΩ ōȅ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ 
acquiring or setting up regional branch offices to deal with medium and large sized archaeological 
projects at a regional level.  This allowed these archaeological organisations to transfer staff and 
expand the number of archaeological projects undertaken, while still minimising additional 
administration costs and some of the post-excavation costs. 

 

https://beta.companieshouse.gov.uk/
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In 2001 the Lancaster University Archaeological Unit became Oxford Archaeology North, and in 
2008 the Cambridge Archaeological Unit became Oxford Archaeology East.  Oxford Archaeology 
also set up two branch offices in France (Caen and Montpellier) following an excavation at the 
castle in Mayenne in 1996 to 1998. 

In 2010 Oxford Archaeology as a whole had 402 employees and an income of £15.09 million, 
interestingly it also had an expenditure of £16.23 million in the same period. 

 

In 2009 the Sheffield University Archaeological Unit became Wessex Archaeology Sheffield, and 
Wessex Archaeology also set up branch offices in Rochester and Edinburgh, including a large 
maritime archaeology department. 

In 2010 Wessex Archaeology had 179 employees and an income of £6.51 million, less 
interestingly it also had an expenditure of £6.69 million in the same period. 

 

The York Archaeological Trust still remains the York Archaeological Trust, thanks in part to 
additional funds from the JORVIK Viking Centre which was built upon the site of the Coppergate 
excavation, and the long-term commitment to archaeological excavation establisƘŜŘ ōȅ ¸ƻǊƪΩǎ 
classification as an Areas of Archaeological Importance under the Ancient Monuments and 
Archaeological Areas Act 1979. 

In 2010 the York Archaeological Trust had 107 employees and an income of £4.51 million and an 
expenditure of £5.19 million in the same period. 

 

As an example of a typical medium sized archaeological unit, in 2010 the Glamorgan Gwent 
Archaeological Trust had 28 employees and an income of £872,000 and an expenditure of 
£885,000. 

 

In 2011 Pre-Construct Archaeology had branch offices in London, Durham, Winchester and 
Cambridge, although the last two appear to be very small consultancy operations. 

 

In 2011 the Museum of London Archaeology Service (MoLAS) became the Museum of London 
Archaeology (MOLA). 

 

(All financial figures taken from the  
http://apps.charitycommission.gov.uk/showcharity/registerofcharities/RegisterHomePage.aspx  
(accessed  2017) website which shows both a summary and the full public accounts of all 
charities for the previous five years.  As a new charity the accounts for Museum of London 
Archaeology were unavailable at the time of writing (2011).  From 2015 all company and officer 
details, including the latest company accounts, are available free of charge from the Companies 
House website  https://beta.companieshouse.gov.uk/  (accessed  2015).) 

 

http://apps.charitycommission.gov.uk/showcharity/registerofcharities/RegisterHomePage.aspx
https://beta.companieshouse.gov.uk/
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2.2    ARCHAEOLOGICAL POST-EXCAVATION AND INTERPRETATION 
 

The introduction of developer funding, competitive tendering and PPG16 had a more 
complicated effect upon post-excavation projects due to both the continuation of existing 
funding arrangements and the length of time it took to complete large post-excavation projects. 

 

The relatively sudden end of the Manpower Services Commission schemes ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ мфулΩǎ ƭŜŦǘ 
a large number of abandoned or partially finished post-excavation projects without any direct 
funding (Participant Interview 01: 5, 22;  Participant Interview 05: 31 - 32;  Participant Interview 
06: 8 - 9, 14;  Participant Interview 10: 12;  Participant Interview 16: 4.00, 23.00), and the 
transition from grant funding to developer funding had also left a large number of non-developer 
funded archaeological projects dependent upon existing grant funding arrangements until they 
could work their way through to final publication (Participant Interview 14: 29.00).  All of these 
abandoned or partially completed post-excavation projects added to local publication backlogs, 
particularly in areas that had experienced a building boom ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ ǘƻ ƭŀǘŜ мфулΩǎΦ  .ƻǘƘ English 
Heritage and CADW therefore agreed to established a number of grant funded Backlog Programs 
specifically designed to identify and complete nationally or regionally important non-developer 
funded post-excavation projects as quickly and as efficiently as possible (Participant Interview 10: 
15;  Participant Interview 16: 4.00, 22.00), and the largest of these was probably the Greater 
London Backlog Program which started in 1991 
(http://www.molas.org.uk/projects/annualReviews.asp?aryear=2003  (accessed  2014);  
Participant Interview 14: 27.00;  Participant Interview 15: 4.30). 

 

To cope with this additional grant funding and deal with their own post-excavation backlogs 
many of the larger archaeological units set up specialist post-excavation teams made up of 
archaeologists with previous post-excavation experience or specific writing skills (Participant 
Interview 10: 10, 15;  Participant Interview 16: 4.00), and these specialist post-excavation teams 
then developed their own internal post-excavation policy documents which established specific 
post-excavation procedures and a consistent in-house style, design and format for each 
publication (Participant Interview 10: 17 - 20, 41, 53;  Participant Interview 11: 82), as well as the 
internal quality control documents required to support bids for larger commercial tenders 
(Participant Interview 10: 18, 22). 

 

However, the ever-increasing size and complexity of post-excavation projects meant that many 
medium to large sized post-excavation projects could take five to ten years to complete and very 
large urban post-excavation projects could take considerably longer, and this project length 
exacerbated existing project management problems and highlighted the need both to focus 
research upon the production of an Archaeological Publication and to organise or structure post-
excavation projects so that they eventually reached to some form of completion. 

 

http://www.molas.org.uk/projects/annualReviews.asp?aryear=2003
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF SELECTIVITY    (The 1990ôs) 

In an attempt to directly address these project management problems and ensure the most 
effective use of their grant funding English Heritage had published Management of 
Archaeological Projects in 1989 which was intended to clarify the terms used in both the Frere 
wŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ǳƴƭƛŦŦŜ wŜǇƻǊǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ ΨǎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ Ǉƭŀȅ ƛƴ ŀƴ 
ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩ όa!tн мффмΥ мύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ document was then revised, updated and extended 
in 1991 with the publication of a 41 page document entitled Management of Archaeological 
Projects (2nd edition) which aimed to build upon the basic mechanisms outlined in the earlier 
Cunliffe Report and establish a formal project management procedure with regular critical 
reviews for all medium to large scale archaeological projects, and this document became widely 
known as MAP2. 

 

English Heritage  (1991)  Management of Archaeological Projects.  (2nd edition)  London: English Heritage 
and the Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission (England). 

 

MAP2 was specifically intended to improve archaeological project management, and also provide 
English Heritage, as the main provider of grant funding, with a mechanism to ensure: 

 

1 That archaeological projects were properly planned, documented and effectively managed. 

2 That archaeological projects were undertaken in line with local, regional and national research 
priorities, usually contained within some form of Regional Research Design. 

3 That the archaeological information produced was subject to regular critical review and evaluation 
against an overall Project Design. 

4 That the results of archaeological projects meet academic standards, and were promptly and 
appropriately disseminated. 

 

To achieve this MAP2 presented a set of very detailed guidelines which outlined a general 
management structure for planning, organising and monitoring medium to large scale grant 
funded archaeological projects, based upon the assumption that an initial decision to start the 
archaeological project had already been taken.  This project management structure consisted of 
five consecutive Phases: 

 

Phase 1:    Project Planning 

Phase 2:    Fieldwork 

Phase 3:    Assessment of Potential for Analysis 

Phase 4:    Analysis and Report Preparation 

Phase 5:    Dissemination 
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Figure 7:  MAP2 project management structure.    (MAP2 1991: figure 1) 
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