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PREFACE

This text was originally written as part@post-graduate researcprojectat the Universiy of York, and
the original intention waso examine and explain how the archaeological pmstavation processsedby
British professional archaeolodms changed ovethe last fifty yearsand how ttose changebavethen
affected the archaeological repis and archaeological publications thatyebeen producedand the
accuracy of the archaeological information they contaitwould then be possible fout these reports
and publications int@ome form ofchronological and developmentabntextas‘Historical document&so
they can be usedore efficiently andeffectivelyby futureacademic researahs. To achieve this | have
spent thepast few years conduitga series of anonymous interviews withriousprofessional
archaeologists who hae completedspecificarchaeological posexcavation projectsor different
archaeological units, trusts or commercial organisatdifferent times during this perigcand | have
then used this information in an attempt to construct a coherent picture of timsvarchaeological post
excavation process has changed over the yaagshow individual interpretative decisions have been
made.

Thishasproved to be particularly difficult dumainlyto the wide rangeof personal experiencesnd

though | havebeen able tadiscern underlyingrendsand havemanaged to track the main changefich

have occurred withn the postexcavation procesas a result of policy documents or new legislatibare

hasat timesbeen far more variationparticularlyregional variationthan lhad initially expected It has

therefore alwayseenmy intention toeventuallyplace tte completedtext on-line so that it could become

the basis foamuchwiderWO2 YYdzy A ié KA &AG2NRB LINRP2SOGQ peofedsishalA { A KA ad
archaedogists ould make additions or alterationthat canthen be edited and included within the text

either as corrections or as direct quaions. This would actnot onlyas anon-ineW LIS SNJ NE @i S 6 Q LINE O
would also establish a muahider basic consemns whichwould expresses the personal experiences of as
manyprofessionakrchaeologists as possibléus producingoth a more accuratéausal historQ ¢ K A O K

would describe and explain the development of archaeologicaleastavation within British pifessional

archaeology over the last fifty yeaemdamoreRS (i I dzd SR @ @ fAzA RBOKI S2f 23A 01 f NBLJ
archaeological publications for futuecademiaesearchers and historians.

One of theother main poinsto emerge fromthis researctprojectwas thatall of the resulting
archaeological reports andehaeological publicationare single oneoff non-standard documentsvith
similar basic structures bweery different methodologies and standards of interpretatiand aretherefore
of variable quéity and validity These variations then make it very difficult actually use¢hese documents
to produce consistent, reliable and comparable archaeological informétion differentarchaeological
projects within the same general areand though thignay 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 rmrdtiple related sitesn close physical proxiity
andcomplex urban stratigraphyhich has to be accounted for and explainédherefore hope that this
text wouldalsoact asa basidntroduction to amuchwider and more fundamental discussiaf both the
purpose andhe objective ofprofessionabrchaeological excavatioand whether weas professional
archaeologistshould stop producing archaeological reports and archaeological publicaach of which
will ultimately depend upotthe specific circumstances in which they were compleiad thepersonal
views and opinionsf a specific individual & specific timeand should instead be using a standard
methodology and a structured form of archaeological interpretation to produce standard GIS based
archaeological databaseghichwould containaccuate, reliable and comparable archaeological
informationthat canthen be used to produckigher level interpretations A radical idea | know, but it is
going to happen at some point, so why not now.

Swansea2016 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 exampl@4drticipantinterview 05 55- 61), or a timing number in minutes
and seconds for the recordings, for exampbauticipantinterview 14 16.00)

As part of thereflexiveresearch proceskalso recorded my omviews opinionsand experiencesand
these are referenced in the text §Barticipant Interview 1900.00).

All personal communications quoted within the text were takeom 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‘grofessionalarchaeologisthas been used tloughout the text to cover all archaeologists who
could not be described as eith#tdademicarchaeologisfiengageddrimarilyin academic archaeological
research and teaching) an#rhateur archaeologist{engaged in unpaid archaeological research out of
purely personal interest). Althougirofessionakrchaeologist may work alongside botacademic
archaeologists andmateurarchaeologists on the same projeeind they mayalsooccasionally function as
either academicarchaeologists oasamateurarchaedogists 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: Whether archaeological consultants are primarily archaeologists or
primarily consultants will depend upon the individual archaeological consultant.

¢ KS icdnmdiciatarchaeologhas been used throughout éitext to refer to thecompetitive

commercial activity of undertaking archaeologipabjectsfor financialprofit (which startedfollowing the

wide scalantroduction of competitive tenderingn the early 1990% Other texts may refer to this

commercial activity aS A § KSNJ w02 y (i NJWO2 y i ND O § g Bedbdfichih&Idder2 38 Q
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICEK@AFATION WITHIN BRITISH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

We¢2 606SIAAY Fd GKS 0SITAYYAYyITodQ
(Dylan Thomas, UNDER MILK WOOD)

The origins of this project can be traced back to 2006. At the timd jusaresigned from the

Norfolk Archaeological Unib spend the summer excavating a temple in the Roman town of

Butrint, in Albania, and upon my return | had arranged to work as a freelancepoatation

specialist completing oldost-excavation projets for what had by then becomiAU

Archaeologya subsidiary of a property services company called NPS. The first project | had to

deal with was a large site named Lacons Brewery to the westfof FSNa | Aff Ay DNBI
which had originally been eagated by the NAU as a series of nine separate pre and post

demolition trenches in March and June 1997 as part piianing constrainfor the construction

of an Aldi Supermarket.

Unfortunately, this particulapost-excavation projechad had a long andomplicated history.

The original Project Officer had completed the initial part of the gosiavation 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 thpostexcavation was handed on to another Project Officer
who completed dirst draft of the Publication Reporbefore also leaving the NAU for another

job, this time as an archaeological consultant, so by the beginning of 2003 thE dipledation
Reportwas very close to completion but still required some editing and a numb®peftialist

Finds Repos were still missing.

This particulaarchaeological projeatas due to be published in tHecal archaeology journal,
Norfolk Archaeologyhowever, whilehe postexcavation was waiting for someone else to
complete itNorfolk Archaeologghanged theipublication policy This involved moving towards

I Y2NB WaeyidKSGAOQ FLIINRFOK (2 | NOKIFS2f23A0It L
WNE L2 NI &de dn fnterpretatiecddunt of the development of a site or landscape with
reference to detailed information where necessary, rather than reports which offer detailed

I 0O02dzyia 2F &0 Nlpérsh cbrin®, 12006 Homier editbrdioriolk Adsakoody).
Thiswould appear to be digher level interpretatiorwhich would include more external sources

of information, and which would produce a wider ranging more speculative article, rather than
the standard descriptive archaeological report whigds intended to disseminate archaeological
information. So even if the Lacons BrewBrnblication Reporhad 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 postexcavatiorwork had already been used up.

l|Page



THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICEK@AFATION WITHIN BRITISH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY

This was the situation when | was asked to look at the project in the autumn of 2006. | first
started by attempting to use the existifublication Reporas the basis for a more general
Synthesis Reparhowever, upon loser examination | soon found that the earlfublication
ReportK | R 6 SSy ¢ N@padwvA&y dzdlANPT GK W2 | NOKIF S2f 23A0F¢E 7
although it provided an interestingjte narrativemuch of the middle and later part of that
narrative wasot supported by the archaeological records contained withinSite Archive

There were also problems with much of the dating which appeared to have usethtée of
manufacturefrom the pottery report and then adjusted these to fit in with the exigtfite

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. | therefore decided toattlon the earliePublication
Reportand instead rely upon the information contained within t8&e Archivewhich although it
needed checking was in a far better state.

While researching the history and development of Great Yarmouth | had also read an

archaeological report entitle® E Ol @I GA2ya 2y Cdz whkiNiddibeénA f £ = DNBI
written by Andrew Rogerson and published in East Anglian Archaeology (No. 2) in 1976. This

report described the archaeological excavation which had occurred inih3 main

east/west trench and two smaller trenches on the Falcons Brewery site which covered the top

FYyR GKS adFrNI 2F GKS gSadSNy atz2LIS 2F CdzZ £t SNRA
on the other side of George Street, which was ohthe earliest nortiisouth roads in Great

Yarmouth. These two excavations were therefore separated by George Street, but covered the
SYGANBS IINBF G2 (0KS ¢gSad 2F CdAZ t SNRa 1Attt FNRY
the shoreline of the RiveBure 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 chicailylog

linked, so for example it appeared that during the ARglorman 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 sahohes 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 araiagical 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 sing§igthesis Repowthich covered the general area

gSai 2 7¥il @dz ds BEtEe fdreshore.

| therefore took the opportunity presented by having to producByenthesis Repotb adopt a

different approach and attempt to write a different type of archaeological report, one which was
not restricted to the area oéxcavation 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 tafidl in
gaps and reconstruct theontemporary physical environmegt¥ G KS Sy GANB | NBI ¢S
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 typ&ynthesis Repowould 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 excavatiarould then be tested. So having produced a basic proposal and got it
approved byNAU Archaeologythe localArchaeological Monitorand the editor ofNorfolk
Archaeology started writing the report.

2|Page



THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICEK@AFATION WITHIN BRITISH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY

As always, this turned out to be far more difficult thehad first thought. The first problem |
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 becara a list of archaeological deposits. | also had to establish an appropriate
level of interpretation, somewhere between very basic low level interpretationtagher level
interpretationwhich could easily become sweeping generalisation, over simplificatimere
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 withiolaonological frareworkto reconstruct

the contemporary physical environmeatross 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 camsjtion and the OD heights of contemporary
deposits in neighbouring trenches. Thigonological frameworkould then be used to link
archaeological evidence with the available documentary evidence and the early map evidence,
and | spent considerable timand 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 finalSynthesis Repowas finishedn the spring of 2007 at about 26,000 words, and was

entitled Building Houses on Shifting Sarldwas then handed over to all relevant parties for

inspection, but despite all the previous discussions and agreements it was rejected by the local
Archaeologcal Monitorsd SOF dzAaS AU ¢l & (22 WaeyuKSGAOQ FyR RA
description, and it was also rejected by the editoNafrfolk Archaeologpecause it was not
YARYUKSUIAOQ Sy2dzaK FyR 02y il Ay SRbehgdbitio® 2 Y dzOK
long.

pufi

So having given the matter some further consideration | decided to split the existing report into
two separate sections, with the first part describing the archaeological evidersteatigraphic
sequenceby trench, and then a seypate interpretative section which would cover the entire

area done as &ynthesis Repotiy historic period. The locAkchaeological Monitorg/ould then
receive the full report, both description and interpretation, aNdrfolk Archaeologyould
receivejust the Synthesis Repofor possible publication.

To produce this new form of report | had to first extract comparable archaeological information
from both the Falcons Brewery report and the Lacons Brewery documentation and then
reconstruct or recreaténdividualPhase Groupbased upon the composition of the
archaeological deposits, and each of th&®se Groupwas given an interpretative heading and
top OD heights, but still kept the original coding or context numbers, so it would be relatively
easyfor the reader to consult the more detailed descriptions contained within the original
documentation. | then used thesthase Groupt® construct individuaPhase Matrixefor each
trench, and then used these as the basis for the individual trench désasgn the descriptive
section of the report. This descriptive section also contained all the previously unpublished
Specialist Finds Repoyrthius meeting one of the locAlrchaeological Monitorspecific
requirements.

3|Page



THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICEK@AFATION WITHIN BRITISH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY

To link these separate trenchéthen constructed area/Date Tablevhich used the

chronological frameworlas its vertical axis and had the varidtisase Matrixekid out along the
horizontal axis in an order which roughly represented their physical location on site. It was then
possble 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 datirgus archaeological
deposits, however, it was difficult to know how much confidence could be placed in that dating,
so theArea/Date Tablalso acted as a means of checking the archaeological interpretation by
making it possible to compare both the congition and the OD heights of trntemporary

ground surface@ 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 intgretation it was then possible to incorporate or integrate the additional
documentary evidence and early map evidence at the appropriate points within the
chronological frameworkincluding using data from a number of bore hole surveys to estimate
the OD [eight 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 Tabléo produce a shorter more speculati®ynthesis Repowhich presented the
archaeological interpretation, not as a sequence of archaeological deposits, but as a constantly
changing physical environment. Finally, | included a Post Script which compared the two
archaeological excavations atite 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 entitRdlding Houses on Shifting Saaml afirst draft was

finally finished in the autumn of 2007, with the entire report at about 62,000 words and the cut
down Synthesis Repo#t about 21,000 words.

This approach appeared to offer a number of distinct advantages. When archaeological deposits
from small trial trenchs are viewed in isolation they cease to have sigpificant meaningnd

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 widelagéa

area along with additional documentary evidence and map evidence it is possible ® ggise

of perspective and it then becomes possible to consider tmtemporary physical environment

as a whole and see how roads, paths and physical bowslbeécame 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§y OK S & drey IRerafu€S N L2 NI & LINR RdzOSR
currentcommercial archaeologys part of theplanning processas well as offering an

opportunity to review and reassess all of the existing archaeological information from the
previousarchaeologicaprojects 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 lesggthie need for additional
description.

4|Page



THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICEK@AFATION WITHIN BRITISH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY

As part of theSynthesis Repoithad 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 démeed first into temporary seasonal settlement and then
permanent settlement in the space of about 120 years during the late ASakon period, and

the economic infrastructure that would have been necessary to support and maintain such a
settlement. In a attempt to head off possible criticism of this speculative model | contacted
Professor Richard Hodges who | 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 autHoargfAge
EconomicsThe Origins of Towns and Trade AD 60000to 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 | should look at contemporary sand dune settletaeaiong the Dutch coast for similar
examples, and he also suggested that | should consider doing a PhD on this form of
Wrchaeological microhistofy ' YR A& G6ARSNI YIFI ONRB AYLIX AOF(A2yao
consideration | contacted Steve Roskams at thavésity of York with a proposal for a possible

PhD.

However, before | could put forward a specific solution | had to describe the current problem
and| had toexplain how thepostexcavation procedsaddevelopedwithin professional
archaeologyand howthe archaeological reports anfirchaeological Publicatioimsad changed
over the last fifty years.

0 ¢ KBGilding Houses on Shifting SANd NS LI2 NI Yy S@OSNJ RAR 3AS firkldzo f A & KSF
draft NAU Archaeologgontacted Aldi Supermarkets talkafor the final posexcavation

payment, howeverAldi pointed out that the building had been constructed in 1997 and that it

was now 2007 and they were thinking of selling the,siteifNAU Archaeologwished to pursue

the matter any further they shodltake it up with the new ownersNAU Archaeologyere not

prepared to invest anfundsin the completion of theproject, so as far as | am aware the draft

report has simply been added to the rest of the documentation, and is now sitting on a shelf

somewtere in Norfolk.)
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICEK@AFATION WITHIN BRITISH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY

THE INITIAL AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

Theinitial aims of the researchwere therefore toexamineand explain

1 The development oihdividualrecording technigues andrchaeologicagxcavation
procedureswithin professional archaeologdg Brtain over the last fifty years.

2 The development ohdividual interpretative techniques and archaeologigast-
excavatiorprocedureswithin professional archaeologg Britainover the last fifty years.

3 How these excavation and peskcavation proceduresave been affected blyoth
changesn planning legislationrad the variousarchaeologicabolicy documents
produced during this periad

4 How these excavation and peskcavation procedures have been affectedchgnging
time andmoneyconstraintsduring this period

5 Howall ofthesedevelopments angdhangesave then affected thearchaeological
reports andArchaeologicaPublicationgproduced duringhis period.

Theinitial objectives of the researctwereto produce

1 An oral history archivevhich would reordthe developments and changes within the
post-excavation procesdasedupon detailed discussions d@fdividual archaeological
projects.

2 A comprehensiv&ausal histor@vhich woulddescribe andxplain how thepost
excavatiorprocesshas developedwithin professional archaeology Britainover the last
fifty years and howthe archaeological reports anéirchaeological Publicatiomsoduced
by thispostexcavationprocesshave alsochangedduring this periogdand salace those
reports andpublicationswithin both their developmental context antheir wider
historicalsetting

3 Abasicdza SNN@ @d@azA REBOK I S 2 t RchRakedbital Phddaiddsdiuiurel y R
generations of researchers and historians.
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICEK@AFATION WITHIN BRITISH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY

THE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Although thepolicy documentaind many of the final archaeological reports akrdhaeological
Publicationsare readily available, it not always possible to establish either thdividual
interpretative technigues or the overathethodologythat was actually used byrgfessional
archaeologists to produce these documents, or the limitsonstraintswithin which those
archaeologists had to workt was therefore decided to generate additional information by using
a modified form ofGrounded TheoryGlaser and Straud®67; Willig 2001; Charmaz 2006;
Charmaz and Mitchell 200Morse 2009; Bryant and Charmaz 2010) to undertake a series of
recorded interviewsvith a number of professional archaeologists who had workegast
excavation projectfor differentarchaedogical unis orarchaeological organisatigrat different
times over this period.

Grounded Theoryas first developed by the American sociologists Barney Glaser and Anselm
{0N}dzad Ay GKS YAR wmpcnQa gKATS (KiB&GaremSNBE | yI @&
terminally ill patients in hospitals in San Francisco, and was then published as a methodology in

The Discovery of Grounded The@tyategies for Qualitative Researich1967.

Put simplyGrounded Theoris aqualitative research methodologyhich uses a set of flexible
guidelines to collect and analyse qualitative data, and develop interpretative theory from the
data, rather than applying preonceived interpretative theory to the data (Charmaz 2006: 2).
Within Grounded Theoryethodology thee is simultaneous data collection and analysis within a
& A yahbhBicalycl@> a2 F2ft26Ay3 AYyAOGALE RIFEGE O2ff
a0 Nelnerge2> W yR (GK2aS AYOUSNLINBOlI GAGS GKS2NRSA
with the researcher looking for additional data which may develop, refine or possibly disprove
0KS SYSNHAY3I AYGSNLINBGFGIAGS GKS2NASa o0GSNX¥YSR Wi
Wnalyticalcycl® G KSNB A& | f a2 constanéchripgative analyoie ¥ S& K 2 RE 2 & (i AWy
data is constantly resiewed, revised and reonsidered depending upon the emerging
AYGSNIINBGEFGABS GKS2NASasz (Kdza S ygiododddy 3A Vi K- KIS G KS
data, as well as providing the flexibility alow the research to move in unexpected directions.

¢ KS ahafticabcydl®d (G KSy O2yiGAydzSa dzyiiAt (GKS AyOfdaizy
the emerging interpretative theories, at which point the analysis is probably complete (termed
YORSAAOIE al GdzNF A2y Q0 demefg® ¥ 8B YAVEKSNRNBG I G ¥y &S N
Yrounded) Ay (K Zil Rihtérpretatiid), rather than letting the data be dominated

by or bent to fit preexisting or established interpretative theorieél 2 LJ Rr#egprétation)

(Willig 2001; Charmaz 2006; Morse 2009).

SOG A2
0KS\

Grounded Theorg & U KSNBEF2NB &ALISOAFAOFffE& RS&AIYSR Wiz
YySg> O2y(iSEGdZ t A AaSR (i KSewkedtlieQtandardivdsdarktd H AN A MY O0HDO
procedure and theestablished institutional orthodoxyhich was in use at the time.
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WeKS aidlyRIFINR Y2RSt 2F a20Alf aOASyOS NBaSINOK i
researchers drew out hypotheses from the works of the grand old men of social tlewhghen

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

AN} YR (GKS2NASa yR INIYR GKS2NRAGaAPQ

(Bryant and Chanaz 2010: 46)

This particulatheoreticalapproach was initially used in health service research gsneral

method of systematic data analysidich could be adapted to various forms of social research,

and proved to be particularly popular with sociglsts and clinical psychologists who required a
highburden of proofand a more structured methodology to support interpretative theories

GKAOK g2dzZ R KIFI @3S | RANBOG SFFSOG dzZlRry LIS2LX SQa
Grounded Theory tomechanicalDavies 2008: 236; Hammersley and Atkinson 2007: 168;

Charmaz and Mitchell 2007: 174nd preferred to rely upon less structured formsreflexive

ethnography and their own personal insight (s€gerney 2001)but despite these resertians

Grounded Theorpecame firmly established as a basis for qualitative research.

WC2NJ I @GFNRS(Ge 2F NBlIaz2ya Dt¢ta ODNRBdzyRSR ¢KS2NE a
the social sciences and eventually well beyond, moving out into aayptine 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 (Titschet al. 2000)Q

(Bryant and Charmaz 2010: 47)

Since its initial formulation in 1963rounded Theorhas developed in a number of directions,

and many different versions or variations@founded Theormow exist (Morse 2009: 17). The

most recent and probably the mostgnificant (Willig 2001: 7) of theseSscial Constructionist

Grounded Theoryalso referred to a§ocial Constructivist Grounded Thepf@harmaz 2006;

Charmaz 2009: 12-7147), which responds to the criticism th@rounded Theoris too

WLJ2 & A yirkc@uhising (e attive role of the researcher within tesearch processSocial

Constructionist Grounded Theotlyerefore recognises that interpretative theories do not

Pmergel FTNBY (KS RI conStructedzi s KB KHESA BB WE MMNOKSNI Ay G ¢
RFGIZ a2 o0& AYLXAOFGAZ2Y | RAFTSNSydnsb@ SH NOK S NJ
different set of interpretative theoriesSocial Constructionist Grounded Theatiempts to

address this issue by acknowledging the positiorhefresearcher within the research and
incorporatingreflexivityinto Grounded Theory (The general terrsrounded Theoris used to

refer to this form ofSocial Constructionist Grounded Thethgoughout the rest of this text

unless otherwise stated.)

Ths particular form ofrounded TheorySocial Constructionist Grounded Theomas chosen as

the research methodology because it provideslyatematic method of data analysigich would

generate new knowledge and new understanding from pleesonal experiecesof individual

I NOKFS2ft23Aada 66KIG KAAG2NAFya ¢g2dAd R NBFSNI G2
provided aflexible method of data collectiowhich would allow the researchemfselj to follow

leads and develop interpretative theories whifocus uporcontext processand change(which is

what Grounded Theorwas originally intended to do (Charmaz 2006; Willig 2001:445).
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This fitted the specific research aims, which were to describe and explagetiezal
circumstancesurroundirg archaeological projectand the time and money limits within which

the archaeologists had to workdntex), the structure of thegpost-excavation procesand the

actual methodology and thimterpretative techniqueshat were used to produce the

archaeol@ical reports and\rchaeological Publicatiorfgroces$, and the effect that changing
circumstances and attitudes had upon thestexcavation procesgver time ¢hangg, and so

Sadl of A cafsal bigaigk | y¥dRBallexpdnation 0 y 2wvhat lappenéd) Wovtyidid W

it happerQ 0 @ | 26 SHSNE (2 | OKAS@PS (GKAAX | ydzYoSNI 27
standardresearch process

The standard form oBrounded Theorgs set out by Glaser and Strauss recommended that a full

literature review slould only take place during the later part of thesearch proces® ensure

that the researchers conclusions were drawn from the data and not from the opinions of other

academics (Charmaz 2006: 186c y 02 K2 g SPSNE | & cakisaldhiom® aA R y i Sy RS
was decided to use the mapolicy documentso establish a basic chronological context during

the early stage of theesearch processee FHgure 2),as this would provide ehronological

framework(basic information on what happened when andes) within which thenterviews

could then take place.

Once thebasic chronological framewotad been established, it would then be possible to

LINE OSSR ¢ A (aKalytic&l 8ycl® NG KA & ¢g2dzf R Ay @2t @3S 020K &A
and analys, with the researchemntgysel) looking for additional data which may develop, refine

2NJ LI2aaArofe RAALINROGS (GKS SYSNHAY3I AYUSNILINBGIGAOD
Ponstant comparative analy§ls & 2 (i Kdaft tBxEwoddib gbabtatly re-viewed, revised

and rewritten to identify where problems or gaps may have occurred and to refine the direction

2F GKS NBASINODK YR AYRAOI GS ¢ K@anmdfgicatce®A G A2y f R
would then continue until the inclusiorf additional data (additionahterviews no longer

refined or affected thalraft text, at which point the analysis has probably been completed

OU0SNN¥SR WOGKS2NBGAOKE &l GdzN> GA2Y Q0O

To ensure that these changes did not compromise the basic principésoafided Theonyt

would also be necessary to incorporatdlexivityinto the research processThe ternreflexivity
refers to the act of critical seteflection, where the researchemfyselj becomes seldware,
realises that they actively contribute to drrannot remain separate from thhesearch 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 reflexvity, personal reflexivitynd epistemological reflexivitgWillig 2001: 10).

Personal reflexivityequires the researcher to first become saifvare (to acknowledge that they

are an integral part of theesearch processand that they are not independéor detached from

the act of observing), and then become saitical (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 infgetation 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
someexBy i fAYAUO GKS NB&SI NOK &delréh proddKEIR YA0E: Ay Tt dzSy
10).
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Epistemological reflexivitgquires the researcher to be equally aware and equally critical of the

actual process of research, and reflect upon the way knowleslfmined, how the research

RSaA3dy>s GKS YSGK2Ra 2F Fylfeaira yR GKS I y3dz 3
may also shape the research (Willig 2001: 10). To maintain this critical research perspective the
researcher should fully document bothe research process y R corist@ictiol) 2 F A Y RA OA Rdz
interpretative theories, as well as clearly indicating the data used or referred too (Willig 2001:

10).

If both background information on the researchanyself and the earlier part of this

Introduction) and detailed information on theesearch procesghis 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 pdaticesearch processay

have influenced théinal text

lf 0 K2dAK 2F0Sy dzaSR AYyGSNOKFy3ISrofe GKS GSNyxya ¢
aspects of qualitative research.

W{Af GSNXIY oOomMdppoY MU adz33aSadil sappiokchidstiyin§ i K2 R2f 238 Q
NEASFNOK (2LIA0CAQY 6KSNBIFAE WYSIK2RQ NBTFSNB (2 Wi
Oty GKSy 6S YIRS 0SisSSy YSiK2R& 2F RIGF O2ftftSOG.

(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 20013@)) the only

possible method of generating additional data on both the individual in&tgiive techniques

and the overalmethodologyactually used by professional archaeologists over the last fifty years
is through a series aécorded interviewswith the archaeologists who actually completedst-
excavation projectat the time. This woudl allow the archaeologists to explain thecumstances

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 them@fe 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 workguberexcavation
projeds for differentarchaeological unét or differentarchaeological organisatisrat 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 i than be possible to identify and
interview specific archaeologists who may be able to provide specific information.

The success of these interviews would depend ugetting the participants to talk freely and

openly about their experiences, ortopaf@NJ 4 S Df  AaSNJ 6 KS ol awad Ay (iSyi.
did happe2 = what Shoutd, could or ought to have happeied 6 Df &8 SNJ MmpdhdY ynnz
Willig 2001: 47). To do this it will be necessary for the researcher to establish a sympathetic and
understnding rapport with the participants basegon 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 anonyanid

confidentiality. This anonymity will be maintained by using a coded Participant Form which

would replace both the name of the participant and #wehaeological univr archaeological
organisatiorthey worked for with alphanumeric codes with theginal 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 thdraft text either the participants interview number or where
necessary the name of trechaeological unibr archaeological organisatiosill be used for
referencing, but never both. The vast majority of the pestavation 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 theseegoat/ation

projects had no control over what those limits were. In an attempt to enageithe 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 ancciteeimstancesinder

which the participants had to work, and stearly 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 differecitcumstances

The success of these interviews would alepend uporallowingthe participants to talk freely
and openly about their experiences. The interviews should therefore bestemctured open
ended conversations with only a basnterview Agendaonsisting of a relatively small number of
general heathgs 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 postexcavation projects as specific examples. This will require both iségsin 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 +eefine the research quésns 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: 23). The researcher should also allow the

participants the spact 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 taidesc
OWONRGAOIE fFy3dza 3IS gl NBySaaQous FyR GKS AyAGAL
open narrative rather than imposing conformity and consistency (Willig 2001; Charmaz 2006).

So following thenitial research procesand the completion o basic chronological framewoik

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

Thecircumstancesurrounding posexcavation 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 thgost-excavation procesand the actual methodologynd theinterpretative
techniquegthat the participants used duringost-excavation projectsand what sort of compromises they
had to make.

3 THE DOCUMENTATION

The form, structure and standard of the various reports and management documperdsced by tle
participants during poséxcavation projectsand the effect that these have had upon the archaeological
reports andArchaeological Publicationisat were finally producegdpossibly followed by consulting the
actual reports and publications that are bgireferred too

4 THE POLICY DOCUMENTS

The effect and the influence of the various policy documents upon-@ostvation projects at various
times.

5 CHANGE AND THE REASONS FOR CHANGE

The evidence of botehort-term andlongterm change and transition,ral the possible reasons why.

From these initial research questions and tiesic chronological framewoikwas then possible
to produce an initialnterview Agenda
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THE INTERVIEW AGENDA

1 PROJECT BACKGROUND

Part of this projectis an attempt to establish how archaegical 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 patiits 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 archaeologiis during posexcavation projects, or the time and money limits within which those
archaeologists had to work.

The objective of this series of sestructured interviews is therefore to generate additional information by
establishing:

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

2 What methodologyand interpretative techniquesrere 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 posixcavation 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
uponwhat the participants feels more comfortable with.

EXCAVATION PROCESS
1 How were the archaeological excavations projects organised at this time?
1 What resources were available? (Time / Money / Staffing)
1 What methodology was used? (Basic Description)
1

What sort of archaeological records were being produced?
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POST-EXCAVATION PROCESS

1

2

3

4

1 How were the archaeological peskcavation projects organised and structured at the time?
1 Which postexcavation projects did you undertake?

1 What resources were available?Time / Money / Staffing)

1

What methodology was used? (Basic Description and Process)

CHECKING THE RECORDS AND PRODUCING A POSSIBLE INTERPRETATION.
1 Were the archaeological records, Plans and Sections checked?
9 Did you have time to produce andered, indexed and internally consistent Site Archive?

I Was a Stratigraphic Matrix or Phase Matrix produced?

IDENTIFYING THE FINDS AND PRODUCING FINDS REPORTS.
1  What number and type of Finds Reports were produced?
1 What size and level of detail did tiénds Reports contain?

9 Did this structure assist the interpretation process?

INTEGRATING THE FINDS REPORTS WITH THE POSSIBLE INTERPRETATION.
1 What dating methodology was use?
1 How were the dates integrated into the possible interpretation?

1 Was a Pedad Matrix used?

THE COMPLETION OF A FINAL REPORT OR PUBLICATION.
91 Did the postexcavation project ever produce an archaeological report?
1 What sort of structure did it have?

1 What size was the report, and what level of detail or interpretation didittain?
91 Did the final report ever get published and where?

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

1 Is the Site Archive still available and where?

l4|Page



THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICEK@AFATION WITHIN BRITISH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY

PROBLEMS WITH THIS PROCESS
1 Was this process typical of the arclwd@gical unit or archaeological organisation at the time?

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

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

THE POLICY DOCUMENTS
1 What influence did the next policy documents have?
1 Did this policy document have any direct or indirect effect / reaction?

1 When did any noticeable change occur and why?

(Repeat interview by Perigd.

3 FOLLOW UP QUESTIONS

(Conclude with any follow uguestions based on points raised during the interview, and any comments or
advice that the participants wish to ad@hen ask if there is anyone else | should talk to.
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PARTICIPANT FORM

PARTICIPANT | PARTICIP ANT PERIOD SPENT COMPLETING POST-EXCAVATION PROJECTS INTERVIEW | INTERVIEW
INJE,\RAEEQN EMP:;?(YED Early Late 1 Mid 19 The 19 The 20 The 2( DATE DURATION
to to to
Mid 19Early Late 1
P01 ORG 01 11/02/2013 72 Mins
P 02 ORG 01 13/02/2013 40 Mins
P 03 ORG 01 13/02/2013 34 Mins
P 04 ORG 02 30/05/2013 67 Mins
P 05 ORG 03 18/06/2013 | 113 Mins
P 06 ORG 04 28/06/2013 73 Mins
P 07 ORG 05 23/10/2013 45 Mins
P 08 ORG 06 23/10/20B 50 Mins
P 09 ORG 07 23/10/2013 79 Mins
P 10 ORG 08 17/09/2014 | 154 Mins
P11 ORG 08 17/09/2014 | 154 Mins
P12 ORG 08 17/09/2014 | 154 Mins
P13 ORG 09 24/09/2014 | 148 Mins
P14 ORG 10 27/10/2014 95 Mins
P 15 ORG 11 27/102014 108 Mins
P 16 ORG 12 3/11/2014 103 Mins
P17 ORG 12 3/11/2014 90 Mins
P 18 ORG 13 10/11/2014 | 129 Mins
P19 ORG 14 17/05/2016 | 127 Mins
P 20
P21
P 22
P 23
P 24
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METHOD OF DATA ANALYSIS

Unlike most other research metho@@rounded Theorynerges the process of data collection and
Fylfeara ganaykcalyycl® GANEESI WHnnmY ocvX a2 2y0S +y
completed it can then be transcribed and immediately analysefdre 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 nattion (Willig 2001: 2425) 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 tramduat 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 ekINSE & aA 2y 2F (KS LI NIAOALI yiQa @ASéa | yR
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 isafgt

presenting what they should, could or ought to have done), which although it may be revealing

will not be as enlightening (Willig 2001: 20).

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@founded TheoryGlaser and Strauss
1967; Willig 2001; Charmaz 2006). This process would start with the reseangket(

identifying and marking key points within the transcripts with a series &geglerating /
incidentby-incident descriptiveodesusing terms either defined by or with specific meaning for
the participant (Saldafia 2009; Charmaz 2006: 53). (This method of coding is intended to keep
the researcher close to the data and forces thienbe systematic and meticulous.) Thesales

are then grouped together into similar partially established descriptoreceptqwith headings)

to make them more workable and to eliminate duplication. Sintitarceptsare then grouped

into broad analytial categorieqwith headings) which are then sorted or ordered (both internally
and externally) to identify links and establish relationships. This process therefore moves from
descriptiveconceptdo increasingly more analyticahtegoriesn an attemptto identify, refine

and integrate specific points and extract meaning based upon increasing levels of analytical
abstraction.

It will then be possible to use these analyticategoriesand their links and relationships to

O 2 Y LJIA dostrugtNJ W tidn2of irfte§p@tativetheoriesor models which broadly account for

2N SELIX FAY (GKS NBaSI NDOK ljdzSadAaz2ya &alicédz &8 SR RdzN
cycle G KSNB ¢ odztai compatave andy$iP all th@ existing data is catantly

re-considered, reexamined and may even be-oeded depending upon the emerging

interpretativetheories thus ensuring that the interpretativiheoriesremain grounded in the

data. The interpretativéheoriesmay also guide further data collectipwith the researcher

looking for additional data which may develop, refine or possibly disprove the emerging
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interpretativetheories as well as possibly+adjusting or refining the initial research questions or
the currentinterview Agenddo provide orproduce more appropriate dat@oeije 2010).

¢ KA A& adalytedl ycle? A & GKSYy NBLISFGSR gAGK GKS adrNI 27

While going through the process of data collection and analysis the researcher is also writing
annotated notes omemosand producing analytical diagrams intended to both record the
emerging interpretiveéheoriesand document the actuaksearch procesgslaser and Strauss

1967; Willig 2001; Charmaz 2006). Thesenostherefore form a central part of theesearch
process and are initially used to describe and define the develogiogceptscategoriesand
emerging interpretiveheories As the number ahemosgrows they are clustered, sorted and
ordered to both explain and illustrate the internal and external links araticeiships between
variousconceptscategoriesand emerging interpretivéheorieso § SNY SR Wi KS2NB G A O f
in this particular case thenemosare used to identify and describe potentially significant events
or factors and the possible causal Brénd relationships between those specific events or

factors. Thesenemost NB | f & 2 codstindt €06 @aiativel shalyds>-vieMdsg, rewriting

and expanding to identify where problems or gaps may exist and where data needs to be re
checked or reexamined. (This forces the researcher to constantly test artbresider the
underlying structure and direction of the research, and is also used to bdtitts coding and

draw out the emerging interpretativéheories) Once memo writing and sorting hasached the
point where a clear picture or underlying structure is starting to emerge then individeaios

or the information they contain can then be incorporated into thtline first draftin the

appropriate chronological position, and these additiamslterations 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 continuesithfs textis also constantly re

viewed, revised and reritten 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 currendraft text therefore remains aly adraft textand a working document until
WGKS2NBUAOKE &l GdzNT A2y Q KI & draft3eltifecanidBsti@ikab R | G ¢
text.

CAYLFfftes I a andytdicyd®@F AGK S &0 1 & M@ Wrsflexbeaccdumdf (2 LINEF
the research proceswhich both documents and describdata collectioranddata analysisand

which also explains how my personal views and opinions changed during the course of the

research (This reflexiveaccountd KA OK RS & ONX 0 &alytical 2ydl® Hhgd®eradl 8 A O W
research proceds containedwithin the followingsection)
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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 samearchaeological organisatioand after initial nervousness on my part they soon

fell into a natural pattern of discussing specé#ichaeological projecti® a chronological

sequence based roughly upon thest-excavation processsed for each project and the

problems or difficultieshat were encountered, but while still letting the conversation develop in
whatever direction the participants wished to gandl found thatthe Interview Agenddhen

became dfropQwhich covered the initial nervousness at the start of the interviewwahich was
thenignored after the opening fewinutes This semstructured 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 imaott and though this

occasionally left some specific questions unanswered, it also provided additional information on
points or subjects that | had not previously considered, and what the participants wanted to talk
about and what the participants did netant to talk about was in itself very revealing.

(While producing thenitial batch ofinterview transcripts soonrealised how much | used my
own personal experiences to encourage the interview participants to talk openly about their
experiencesandthat | had a natural tendency both during the interviews and while writing the
text to fill in gapswith myown personal experiences as a professional archaeoloiest of the
time these experienceappearto have beerfairly typical however, on occasi@they were not
and this would then come out during the intervieve® for example | had failed to recognise the
full significance of the ajrant fundedpost-excavatiorBacklog Programa the early 1990's
These correctiong/ould then require rewriting specificsections of the draft text before the next
batch of interviewgook place and thougtthe final text willnot cover everyone'personal
experiencesallof the main events andey pointsshould have been identified and explaingd

One of the keyoints to emerge during the initidatch ofinterviews was that most of thpolicy
documentshad had only a limited and indirect effect upon thest-excavation processand by
mentioning individual policy documents | was actughpmptinglnterview participantsto

discus documents whichihey did notreallythink wereeither significant orelevant and in some
cases | suspeetl that the interview participants had not even heard of these policy documents
let alone read them.

(This particularlyapplied to policy documents produced after PPG16 and M&REZh could not

be enforced upon commercial companies, and which were therefore not relevant to the everyday
jobs ofthe individual archaeologists who had to work within the financial limits of commiercia
contracts. To testthis theory | deliberately did not mention thigouthport Repor{Southport

Group 201b) which waspublished in July 2011, 19 months before the first interyiand in

almost23 hoursand 20 minute®f recordedconversation about arclenlogical posexcavation
archaeologicapublicationand archaeological policy documemsbodymentionedthe

Southport Reporbnce)

Archaeologists were ndherefore basing thepostexcavation processpon thepolicy
documentsor any other form of acagmic or professional guidelines, but they were copyhey
form and structureof earlier reports and earlier publications (usually from within the same
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archaeological unit or archaeological organisa)j@itering or adapting them slightly depending
upon ndividualcircumstancesndpersonal preferencesand then adopting aost-excavation
processwvhich would produce that type of report or publication within the limits of tmee and
moneyavailable, so théorm, structure and contenof archaeological regrts andArchaeological
Publicationk R WS @2t GSRQ 2 ®&NJrciimstariReahdxhahgeshigioeatzt (1 2 F
funding This has led to wide regional variation, produced not only as a result of different
legalisation and funding arrangements ingiamd, Scotland and Wales, but also due to the way

that that legislation was implemented at a local level andlteal report and archive

requirementsset by the City or County Archaeologists, and this could come down to the attitudes
of specific individals 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 ibabie
chronological frameworkvere also adjusted to reflect the knoan effect of changes iproject
funding)

After conducting the initial batch of interviews | then used the MP3 recordings to create near
verbatim transcriptsvhich included mumbling, laughter, incomplete sentences, fsiags,
interruptions, and word repetition, as well as the more obvious pauses and the occasional
emphasis placedpon a particular word (shown by underlining). Transcriptswere also edited
slightly to remove external interruptions and irrelevant cments, and the sequence or order of
specific comments was occasionally changed to clarify the situation when two people were
talking at the same timavhich was usually my fault. The intention was therefore to provide a
clear and accurate written accouaf the content of the interviews, and if possible reproduce the
timing of the conversation so when read it would sound like two people talkimgyusually

involve checking the repetition of words and ensuring that comers or other forms of notation
indicaed where and for how long pauses were used within the sentences, a comers in the wrong
place could entirely change the emphasis. | also did one interview with three interview
participants at the same time and that was very difficult to transcribe, triongork out who

said what while three or more people were all talking at the same time took days, and | had to
listen and relisten to the same sections again and again while trying to tune into individual
voices. Having said that, that particular intemw did turned into a group therapy session for
post-excavation staff and probably produced the most useful new information.

While completing theranscriptsl also annotating the texsfiownin squared brackets) to include
standard equivalent terms to deribe various reports, documents ioterpretative techniques
and also to provide some explanatory background information on named individuals, specific
sites or previous publications which the interview participant assumed that | would know, and
this additional information helped to clarify the conversation for both me and hopefully for any
future reader. While doing the transcripts | also noticed that some of the most interesting
information came after | had said the interview was oasthe interview participantsthen

tended to relaxand talk more freelyso when doing the interviewslid nat 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 particutzood on the day or the individual interview
participant, but the more open and relaxed | was the more forthcoming interview participants
were.
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Once aranscripthad been completed and checkethén printed out a copy of the Word file and
produced acomb binder volumewhich | then used as an established text. This allowed me to
support particular points within thdraft text by referencing page numbers within the

transcripts as well as allowing me to either paraphrase or quote from sectiotrardcripts,

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 verbatiamscript | had also included timing

markers at fiveminute intervals within thdranscripts so it was possible to trace a specific
reference in thedraft textback to a particular page withinteanscript and from there back to an
appropriate point within the original MP3 recording.

| also used theseomb binder volume$o complete the initiacodingby annotating the

transcriptswhile 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
selfgenerating incidenby-incidentdescriptivecodesusing terms either defined by or with
ALISOATAO YSIEYAY3I F2NJ GKS LI NIAOALN yiGsx &adzOK | &

WO2YLINBYAASQ: Wall FTFAYIQI | geserippvephrasEs ofbasicy 3 G KA &

ideaswhichhad been prompted by the content of the transcriptwhich summarised the points
being made In some cases thi®dingprocess was done several times to pick out specific points
(usually marked in a different coloured pen), such as specific orentf funding or specific
mentions of Finds Reports, and | also seemed to be able to remember the rough location of
relevant points and would check thnscriptsand thecodingwhile completing thedraft text.

(The following example illustrates how thranscripts were coded. This particular page was
chosen because it contains batbdingand paraphrasing.)
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EXAMPLE OF CODING

Researcher: Anybody reading them only want something to reference, something tm Z 2 E
Participant: Ye. t a E (W }

Researcher: Without having to go through all the other information.

Participant: Yes, yes, yes, it depends how it’s done I think probably um, I think the real problem
with that sort of thing is, is, I mean, this is something which has been around since, since, certainly since
the ‘Cunliffe Report’ [published in 1983] I don’t know about the ah, earlier than that, I'm not sure if it
wasn’t in Frere [Published in 1975], but it was certainly ir;(gﬂiffe, um there was a tendency to publish a

synthesis as you were saying. BMMAA 2 Wﬂz}b
(lote. 1802 oacvosd )

Researcher: Ye.

Participant: The directors thoughts on the site basically. (Q WJ JJWMM
Researcher: Yes, ye
Rochae an Bo umpsrlosce of )

Participant: Um, in, in hardback form, as it were, and, and the finds either go
Researcher: Are all shuffled off somewhere else. ;

Participant: Are either shuffled off onto microﬁche or are not there at all um, which means that
there is absolutely no way of going back and checkmg, and, and, you know.

\11/@_ .aw:byw

Researcher:  Yes, ye. 2 AM% %

Participant: One can dance up and down and say that in ﬁfty years time this guys thoughts on the

site will not be worth reading.
" - M 06» Jheso \Pm,b N 50#40)6

Researcher: Well yes, but that is in fifty years time.

s 8
e shord ﬁv‘?(w Y form qpprooh

Participant: Well exactly, ye.
(Laughter)
Participant: But what do you need, you see, is to look at what he actually found, and, and, you

know, to be able to redo it, you know.
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produced these days are nothing more that the personal thoughts of the SietDir 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 rnterpreted in the light of new evideno@articipant Interview 0443Yp Q

(Thiscodingwas a veryitne consuming manual process, antvfere to do this project again |
would use NVivo Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis (CAQDAS) software to help with
both the codingand the data analysis, particularly accessing and organising the odgifiady,

and this type oflata management and analysisftware appears to be useas the basic research
tool on an increasing number of large historical research projethtere are a number of

different CAQDAS software packagemilable, but mosare basedn Grounded Theoryand are
designed to assist in data collection and the analysis of large amounts of disparate information
(Hammersley and Atkinson 2007: 15856; Lewins and Silver, 2007; see also
http://cagdas.soc.surry.ac.uk/gis.htnaccessed 2009)

Thesedescriptivecodeswere then grouped together into similar descriptivenceptqwith
heading) to lessen the overall number of variables and to produce some level of consistency
betweendifferent interview participants. This was done by using the descriptbaesto
produceheadinggin brackets), and then attachirpscriptive texwhich consisted of short
phrases or basic ideas that had been prompted by the content of the transcript

(The following examples illustrate specific descriptwaceptqwith heading) which were
compiled from the coding and which were eventually worked into the draft text.)

(THE MSEOSTEXCAVATIONBACKLOG ! ¢ 9 wmMdynQa ¢h 9! w[, mMdpdnQao
Developed pre 187 (some MSC pasixcavation projects set up on site during excavation).

Specialist poséxcavation teams set up post PPG16 (1990) by larger archaeological units to deal
with the MSC posexcavation backlog, grant funded by English Heritage or CADWa(&t)t

Some of these then developed into permanent pestavation teams within the larger
archaeological units.

(ARCHAEOLOGICAL JOURNAZ(E 03)

A number ofregional archaeological journadg@pear to be considering producing smaller printed
site sunmaries or archaeological notes, and then move tdiae publishing for individual articles,
which may then be able to contain larger reports and additional information.

(ARCHAEOLOGICAL PUBLICATIOMN.03)

Archaeological Publicatiomereinitially intended to be a means to an end, a means of preserving
and disseminating accurate archaeological information

Now they have becoman end in itselfinked to billing developers andithout considering the
quality or the accuracy of the information thttey containor the possibleacademic use thahat
information muld be put toin the future
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So a single descriptiw®nceptconsisted of deading(which summarised thdescriptive tex},
and thedescriptive tex{whichexplained andxpanded on théeadirg.) These descriptive
conceptscould then be merged if they had simila@adinggthus adding to thedescriptive tex},
or they could be suivided if thedescriptive texended up referring to two or more different
things (thus generating a nelseadingand a new descriptiveoncep). Again this was a time
consuming manual process done on printouts spread out on the floor, however it finally
produced a list of descriptiveoncept(which were specific discussion points that had either
emerged from or beesuggested by the interviewanscript9, and most of these descriptive
conceps eventually became the basis for descriptivetten memos

(As the research process developed the descriptodes(and therefore theheadingsof the
descriptiveconcept$ tended to become established as standard terms as | recognised similar
points within a number of differentranscripts and | then started to develop a standardised
terminology and a form of glossary which in turn effected the coding of tedescripts(these
alsotended to become the standard equivalent terms added totta@scriptsin squared
brackets).

Similar descriptiveonceptavere then grouped into broad analyticedtegorieqwith heading)
which were then sorted and ordered (both internallydaexternally) to identify links or
relationships and establish differing or opposing opinions or points of vidis was also a
manual process whicinitially involved printing out lists of descriptivanceptsand spreading
them out on the floor, and ten using théheadinggo group individual descriptiveoncepts first
into broad analyticatategorieqbased upon the structure of the pesikcavation process (the
four basicstages) and a number of key variables which would have affected theegoataton
process), and then into some form cfironological ordewithin each analyticatategory The
initial analyticaktategoriesusedwere:

1 Personal Motivatiorand General Attitudes towards botfostexcavation projectandacademic
credit.

2 The Specifici@@umstances The Time and Money constrains fmchaeological projectpost
excavation projectsandArchaeological Publications

3 Attitudes towards Grant Funding Authorities, the lodathaeological Monitorghe localCouncils,
the Developers and th€lients.

4  Attitudes towards theSite Archive 6 taltEaéblogical redbrdd 2 NJfieldInéte¥0® W
5 Attitudes towards checking th8ite Archive

6 Attitudes towards theStratigraphic Matrio Runaidlg Stratigraphic Mat@PostExcavation
Stratigraphic MatrixQ No S#atigraphic Matri® 0

7 Attitudes towards theSpecialist Finds Report§Number, Size, Quality)

8 Methods of integrating Finds Information.

9 aSiK2Ra& 2 ThotompRY A ¢ i SOLINF G | ( A 2tgp dAwWND N yNR SNIEINSF (2 NGYAZ2 ¥
10 Methods of identifying Intrusive and Residual Contamination.

11 aSGK2Ra 2 7F bdttéir uach yATyd@i S NILUNSW | G A 2tgh dAWKQ A yNIR 2 NIEANBF (R NdvAa 2
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12 Attitudes towards the production of Synthesis Repart

13 Attitudes towards the final archaeologiaa&port or Archaeological Publication

14 General problems, difficulties and compromises.
15 DSYSNI £ aSiK2 R&tonm2ufE AdyaliSSRNG INFSIOWNDUA R Wi SMIINE G GA 2y 0

16 General Attitudes and Approaches towamtshaeological projest post-excavationprojectsand
Archaeological Publicatiofs logtermWapproaclfl 2sNdrt-term@pproaci® 0

(Again this process would have been far easier if | ls&d INVivo Computer Assisted Qualitative
Data Analysis (CAQDAS) software to help with the data anglgsigularly duplicating and
tracking descriptiveonceptsvhich appeared in one or more analyticaltegories)

Once the basic sorting and ordering of descriptisaceptshad been done it was then possible
to construct an Hnalytical structur@againby spreading printouts out on the flooiT his
consisted of six columns which represented the basic time periods within the overall
chronological framework, going from théarly 1970's to mid 19&bn the left to the'20103Q
on the right, and four rowwhich represented the four basic stages of the pastavation
process going from® Checking th&ite Archiveandproducing aSratigraphicinterpretationtat
thetopl YR GKSYy R2gy GKNRdAdAK WH LRSYGAFEAY3I (GKS TFAY
Integrating theFinds Reportavith the Stratigraphic Interpretation and dating individual

&0 NI GA 3N laid KirallydR FBodieisg i ArcRiaeologicRliblicatiortat the bottom An
additional row was then added at the bottomf each colummwhich explaind the problems that
existed withthe post-excavation process at that particular time, anc#rer additional row was
also added at the topf each colummwhich explained theproposedsolution to those problers
whichusually consisted of some form of pglidocument

(This®®nalytical structur€eventuallybecame the basic structure of the Archaeological Post
Excavation and Interpretation sections within the draft testd is reproduced in very simplified
form in Hgure2.)

This\Hnalytical structur€made itpossible 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
specificaspects of the posexcavation processuch as finds analysis for exampuleangedover

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 columandthen by carryingon down that column the effect

that those solutions then had on the peskcavation procesdt was then possible for me to

track continuity and change over time and to identify links, relationships and anomalies, as well
asany potential gaps or omissions which could then be filled in with headingsand new
descriptiveconcepts Thelinear dironological structurealso made it possible for nte consider

the general circumstancesurroundingarchaeological projectand the time and money limits

within which the archaeologists had to work at particular tinesd possibly within particular
regions gontexy, as well aghe structure of thepostexcavation procesand the actual
methodology and thénterpretative techniqueshat were used to produce the archaeological
reports andArchaeological Publicatiorfgroces$, and the effect that changingrcumstances

and attitudes had upon thpostexcavation processver time €hangg.
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(As the research process developetecamepossiblefor meto feednew information (in the
form of new descriptiveoncept3 directlyinto this Wnalytical structur€ln the appropriate
chronological positionand so identify when individual interview participamtsre either
agreeingwith eachother (thus producingsupportingevidence fothe existingénalytical
structureQor disagreegwith each other(possiby asa result of differing opinionsexperiences
or regional variations Once a number of interview participants from differing archaeological
organisations were producing similar descriptbanceptsand wereonly providing supporting
evidence forthe existing Hnalytical structur&hen | was approachingome form of consensus
andWi KS2NBGAOFE &l Gdz2NF A2y Qb0

This\Hnalytical structur&@herefore formed the basic understanding what had happened at
different times and in different placeand it was then pssibleto considemwhy it had happened
This involvedompiing2 NdnstrucingQ  O2f £ SO A Zhgoriesdr mddefsinBidhLINB ( | G A €
would account for and explain changesattitudes andmethodologyover time, thus establishing
0 2 U Kaudal séHuereQ | ¥drsallexphinatioR ¢ y Aviiat [2yojzéané® Wavtigidid W
happem Ur'dis washnitially done by usingentative handdrawn annotateddiagramswhich
identified particularvariables and theattempt to establish either specific timelines ks,
relationships and causal sequengcagd this proved to be a particularly useful technique when
tracking both the names of various archaeological reports and the informdtairthey were
meant to contain over time. Wile someof these#nalyticaldiagram$vere eventually
abandoned, others wereither typed up and converted into text or were presented as Figures
within the main text so for example Figure Eigure 2 and Figurea& the end of this sectioall
started out ashand drawnannotated diagams

(At the start of the research procegsnas necessarfor meto keep an open mind and not to
formulate interpretativetheoriestoo early basedipon very limited evidence as | did not want to
0S02YS WSY2IA 2 yaricularinterprétatie théoiGeBlirtrasa #at then distort the
rest of the research. Howeveas the research process developed | grew more confidesdiime
of theseinterpretativetheories andtowards the end of theesearch procesksfound myself
testingparticularinterpretative theoriesduring participant interviews socbuldget direct
commentsand opiniongrom the interview participants.)

Thissequence ohear verbatim transcripts, descriptivedes descriptiveconcepts analytical
categoriesand interpretativetheoriesthus formed thed | ahalytica cycl@andthis Wnalytical
cyclewasthen repeated with the start of the neXtatch ofinterviews as part of the overall
research processSoall of the existing data was constantly reviewed, revised andomsicered
and may have even been-odded after each additional batch of transcripts to identify
additional supportive evideng@anypotential gaps or omissiongithin the basic#l y' I t @ G A Ol f
& i NJzOobady&vinterpretativetheories |y Ronsiakitdoenpatitive analysidhen
guided further data collection agleliberately went out andooked for additional data which
could develop, refine or possibly disproparticularinterpretative theories This wagherefore
an active research processich intially involved gathering data arfdrminga basic
understandingpf what had happened and whebut which towards the end involvedling in
gaps, followingip leads and asking specific questions.
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While going through tis process of data collection dranalysid wasalso witing annotated

notes ormemoswhichusually consisted of a number of sentences or a sistybet paragraph of

text (with adescriptiveheading. Thesewritten memoswere initially usedo document the

actual data collection and atysis, as well as defineand explairparticulardescriptive

concepts however, as theesearch procesdeveloped they were also used igentify and

describe potentially significant events or factors and the possible causal links and relationships
between those specific events or factorEhese writtermemostherefore formeda central part

of theresearch procesasthey took thedescriptiveconcepts the data analysis and the emerging
interpretivetheoriesand started to turrthem into written text.

(The following example illustrates a specific writteemo(with heading which was compiled

TNREY (KS RSAONARLIIAGS O2RSa 02yl WHisyStRulamémd KAy ( KS
was eventuallyproken up and the information it contained wascorporated intathe draft textin

a number of different placek.

(REGIONAVYARIATIONFOLLOWINSYNTHESIS REPORTD 20003 TO 201®)

Most of the remaining archaeological reports aficthaeological Publicatiomsoduced at this
time were either archeologicaMjrey literature) NJ LJ2 NIi & azhedogizé ménageaghts f
but even thesarchaeological documentill varied at both a local and a regional level.

This was due mainly to tHecalreport and archive requirementset by different Cityr County
Archaeologist¢Participant Interview 1070- 72; Participant Interviewl: 67-72,101- 102),but
also tothe way that different national legislation was implementedadbcal levelnd theproject
specific requirementset by the localrchaeological Monitorsand this could come down to the
attitudes of specific individuakst specific timesnd thelocal economic conditions

All of these various requirements were contained within threject specifications oWSI(Written

Scheme of Invegjation) which was either written by or approved biye localArchaeological

Monitor,I Y R (i K S abiefsDINB 2 &#OR @KSy SadlofAakK 020K G§KS &L
eacharchaeological projednd the basicircumstancesurrounding eaclarchaeobgical project

(different commercialarchaeological organisatiomould put in competitive tenders for these

LINE G0z W yR (GKSaS O2YLISGAGAGBS G SiidRaBicdNdoney 2 dzf R (K Sy
available).

Once completed tharchaeological repostandArchaeological Publicationgould have been

checked by théocal Archaeological Monitort ensure that they had fulfilled the&/SI(Written

Scheme of InvestigatiQnas well as any othénternal quality control documentsr IFA/QfA

standards (whictalsodependedentirely upon fulfilling the WSI (see Chartered Institute for
Archaeologist2014a)).

However, theArchaeological Monitorprimary role wago monitor planning applicationand

ensure thatplanning conditionsvere metand they therefore hadery little time to check the
academic quality of these archaeological documents or the oriit@lArchiveand this checking
would then turned intd:~ WaEIAEQ  Sdikinabeihe Bresence of completed documents
(Participant Interview 0555- 61) without considering the accuracy of those documertsd that
gla y20 GKS Sl dzA GlpdeSQetigvR@F || Fdzff | OF RSYAO W

So even though the resulting archaeological reports Archaeological Publicatiottiended to
have similar basic structures, they westl single oneoff non-standard documentsf variable
quality and reliability.
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As the number of individuahemosgrew they were also clustered, sorted and ordenet broad
analyticalcategoriesd 0 SNY SR Wi K S 2aniberethert fded idi22 NIKAS/ U0y | £ @ G A OF f
a0 NHzOG dzNBQ Ay Jotatiuirdpidiing tiie&xistidg) desciiptidytdptsso the

Wi y I f &G A QraflualibécsidednéndtindlBradt text. This was done by using the

descriptiveheading (which represented spedcifpoints) tofirst construct a clealinear narrative
threadwhichboth explaired and illustrated the internal and external links and relationships

between various descriptiveonceptsand the emerging interpretiveheoriesd lcausgl

sequenc€ Ut wasthenpossible to use théescriptiveheadings tadentify any potential gaps or

omissiongs A (i K Acgusal $eGuendr where problems may have occurrégdh K Acdusal K S W
explanatiorfandto then adjust theinitial draft text by either changing the posin of individual

memoswithin the draft text, or by merging existingnemosor introdudng new memoswhile still

maintainingthe intrinsic logic othe linear narrative thread So the various descriptivancepts
analyticalcategoriesand emerging intergetive theoriesand their internal and external links and
NEflGA2yaKALIA ¢SNB dzaSR (2 Oweyiceientdmhisedto Of S| NJ WL
RSAONAROS 2NJ SELX FAY G(KS RAFFSNBYyG LI NLa 2F GKIFG
thosememostook those written notes and analytical diagrams dhen turned them intoa clear
FYR £ 23A0Ft RSaONR LI aldear deafftexti Fo&initidl graftiektBasnBLIA O
thereforeWg NR G G Sy QX Al & | &spat &S msedreh protéss 2 NHI YA 4 S

G dzZNB Q
R

Once completedhe initial draft text wasitself constantly reviewed, revised, amendadd
rewritten throughout the rest of theesearch processThis ivolvedconstantlygoing through
sections of thadraft textand checling both the linear structure andhe consistency of the
terminology, while still maintaining the individuahemosand their descriptive headingd his
checking also involved #&xamining the existing interview transcri@ad testingthe draft text

and the emeging interpretativetheoriesdirectly against the original datand thenif necessary
amending the draft texeither by re-writing or refining existingnemosor by including direct
guotes or references whickupported or illustrated specific points or sgific interpretative
theories so the views and opinions contain within the draft teatild be traced back to specific
pages within the interview transcripts, and through them back to the original MP3 recordings.

(As the research process developed itswthen possible to incorporate information from the
latest batch of interview transcripts directly into the currairaft text either as additionamemos
which providel additionaldetails or alternativeexperiences, or as direct quotes or references
espedally those produced as the result of direct questiab®ut the emerging interpretative
theories and bwards the end of theesearch proceskalsosent copief the draft text to the
interview participants for their commentsorrections viewsandopinions and | then altered the
draft textaccordingly)

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 etirely personal process, not only in the decisions made but also im#thods and

techniquesused, and that each individual archaeologist had developed their own personal

collection ofinterpretative methods and techniquesl  LISNE 2 y I £ WA y[ (A & MUINIS KIA DK ¢
they then used to produce the archaeological information contained within the archaeological

reports andArchaeological PublicationsThese individuahterpretative methods and techniques

were different way of producing the same type of @raeological information and some were

more accurate and reliable than others, however, the choice of wihighnpretative method or

techniqueto use did not depend upon accuracy or reliability, but upon the archaeologist knowing
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the method or techniqueand then uponpersonal preferencand thetime and moneyavailable,
so although the final reports and publications may look similar and have a dionitaand
structurethe interpretative methods and techniquessed to produce the archaeological
informationthey 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 thestexcavation procesand discuss
whichinterpretative methods and techniquethey 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 researghbut also with other archaeologists within the saarehaeological
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 experieneed
Officerswho had completed their firsirchaeological projeainder 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 opemany form of criticism. However, this distinction

also appeared to correspond to a far more fundamental divide between participants wha had
longterm approach to archaeological proje@sda longterm commitment to recording for
posterity optéservaion by recor@ 0 I YR @ K2 (S fréh&eBlogita? sitad4 sthall S+ OK
part of a bigger pictureand participants who hadshort-term approach to archaeological
projectswith specific shorterm aims and objectiveand who tended to view each

archaedogical siteasa single self contained experimeauida single commercial contraciThis
short-term approachalso appears to have allowed tpestexcavation proces® become
incorporated within ebureaucratic systerof developer lednanagement practicewhich focuses
entirely uponshort-term aims and objectiveand the need to produceeports 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 thoseportsor publicationsvould then be used for any
further researchat 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 techiquesand they did not want to admit it, or because they have
only ever experienced @@mmercial management systewith its shortterm aims and objectives
and they did not want to reveal their limited understanding of gast-excavation process

(These dfering approaches tarchaeological projectslso influencedny choice of interview
participants, and though | had to initially contact the managerarofiaeological organisatiomms

the managers opostexcavation departments to géheir permission toconduct the interviews

(and they hadisuallycompletedpostexcavation projectd y G KS mMdpTnQaz mopynQa |
were very willing to talk), | also attempted to interview participants lower down the
organisational hierarchy who had written up commateirchaeological projectaithin the last

ten to fifteen years in the hope of establishing what was actually happening within these
archaeological organisatisn While choosing the next batch of interview participants | was also
trying to identify indiviluals or specific archaeological organisations which would be in the best
position to provide additional informatioan either gaps or omissionsithin the research or on

the emerging interpretativéheories as well as following leads suggested by previoterview
participants However, this proved to be far more difficult than | had first thought. 1 initially
emailed these individuals or archaeological organisations and said that | wasgrpasite

student doing academic research on pescavatiorand would it be possible for me to talk to

them about how they wote their reports, and though | realised that thegee commercial
organisations and that they have to account for their time, | was a bit surprised by how reluctant
some of the archaeologat organisations were to talkThe larger archaeological organisations
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(set up before PPG1@)ere more willing to talk, and interestingly at one point | noticed that the
archaeological organisations that helped the most have now or have had in the pasbtd
YustQn their name. However, | had great difficulty getting to talk with the smatiere
commercial archaeological organisatippsssibly because they Haess time to spare for
academic researchemy possibly because they were reluctant &kt about their postxcavation
procedures The limited number of replies that | did gigbm these more commercial
archaeological organisatiomdaced a lot of emphasis upon client confidentiality, which they
implied also covered the results thfeir archaeological excavatian From anepistemological
perspective themain problem with this researclasthereforethat | never got to talk to the
people who did not want to talk.

These differing attitudes and approaches may also indicate an underlyingeathin
LINEFSaaAz2ylf FNOKFS2f23@82 yR GKAA (GKSYy LINPBYLI a
S | OlGdzr tfe R2AYy3 YR K& INB ¢S R2Ay3a AGKQZ Yy
GKFG ¢S FOGdz f €& LpRdicez@Q&BK AXi Ry HEHFRIGER byiiRS 0SBy RV
record@ Yy R (KS ankb@erdzideire@ and idtéFnally consistent Site Archive an
academicArchaeological Publicatidor the local community and future generationsr has

current commercial archaeolodyst 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 shoile 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 ofirchaeological reports and Archaeological Publicatiense already been
produced by professional archaeology and will continue to be produced by professional
archaeology, and that theseports and publicationalong with any remainin§ite Archivesvill

be the only record we will ever have of these archaeological excavationsisoé#es the even
more fundamental question of hoacademics, researchem@nd other archaeologistsanuse

this archaeological information to produdggher level interpretationswhich after all is

supposed to be the purpose of the entire exercise. ddsest way of doing this is to assume

that everyarchaeological report and Archaeological Publicatioan entirely accurate academic
document and then simply quote or reference relevant sections depending upon whether they fit
in with the arguments thaare trying to be made, and any errors or mistakes are then the fault of
the original author. However, the constantly chandiogn, structure, content and academic
standardof these archaeological reports adchaeological Publicatiomseans that anyone

using these archaeological documents should really adopt a far oniieal and analytical
approachand consider each document as an unverified and potentially unreliable sources of
archaeological information until it has been deconstructed and beerestdy to critical re

SOl fdzZ GAZ2Y | YR sourcefctiid@ 2 FA ya 1S HFIRI R MUNBF GAy 33 | £ §
andArchaeological Publicatiors if they were historical documents and subjecting them to the
al YS & lnhistgriedl mehod® dby Bigkorians 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
theyead = | YR a2 | @S NES | @RARBAK ISS2 tumcBaedbgital NB L2 NI &
Publicationdor future generations of researchers and historians.
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THE BASIC CHRONOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK

1960
1961
1962 Ministry of Public Building and Works

(took responsibility for ancient monuments and archaeology in 1962)
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967 Civic Amenities Act 1967

(established Conservation Areas)
1968 Town and Country Planning Act 1968
(extended the protection of listed buildings to include their immediate surroundings)

1969
1970 Department of the Environment

(took responsibility for ancient monuments and archaeology in 1970)

Rescue Achaeological Units and Archaeological Trusts start to be set up
(mainly by town councils and regional councils)
Rescue the British Archaeological Trust
1971 (set up in 1971)
1972
1973
1974
1975 Hoveringham Gravels Ltd. vs Secretary of State for thé&nvironment
(confirmed that local planning departments could refuse planning permission on purely archaeological grounds)
Principles of Publication in Rescue Archaeology
( t trrere Beportd )
1976
1977
1978
1979 Ancient Monuments and Archaeologeal Areas Act 1979
(consolidates earlier legislation. Part Il was never enacted in Wales and Scotland)
1980
1981
Institute of Field Archaeologists

1982 (set up in 1982)
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ENGLAND
1983 The Publication of Archaeological Excavations
( t ICenliffé Reportd )
English Heritage
(set up in 1983)
CADW
1984 (set up in 1984)
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989 The Rose Theatre Excavation
Planning Policy Guidance 16
1990 (established opr €]
1991 Planning Policy Guidance 16 (Wales) Historic Scotland
(established c’)pre| (set up in 1991)
Management of Archaeological Projects
(MAP2)
1992 Archaeological Publication, Archives and Collections: Towards a National Policy
(t I3@A Réport )
1993
NPPG 5 / PAN 42: Archaeoloyg
1994 (established o6pr €
1995
1996 Welsh Office Circular 60/96
(gave Archaeological Monitors more contrd
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001 From the Ground Up: The Publication of Archaeological Projects
( t PENSdRepord )
2002 Planning Policy Wales (Edition 1)
(includessummary ofWOC 60/96)
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
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ENGLAND
2009 Management of Research Projects in the Hista& Environment
(MoRPHE)

2010 Planning Policy Statement 5 Planning Policy Wales (Edition 2/3)

(includessummary ofWVOC 60/96)
Realising The Benefits Of PlanningLed Investigation In The Historic Environment: A Framework For Delivery
2011 p -
(the &Southport Reportd )

Planning Policy Wales (Edition 4) PAN 2/2011: Planning and Archaeology
(includessummary ofWVOC 60/96)

2012 National Planning Policy Framework Planning Policy Wales (Edition 5)
(includessummary ofVOC 60/96)

2013

2014 Planning Practice Guidance Planning Policy Wales (Edition 6/7)
(includessummary ofVOC 60/96)

Standard and Guidance Documents
(Chartered Institute for Archaeologists)

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

Figurel: The basic chronological framework.
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THE CHANGING POST-EXCAVATION PROCESS

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF
PRESERVATION BY
PUBLICATION

(The

early 197)06s

THE DEVELOPMENT OF
PRESERVATION BY
RECORD

|l at e

(The 1970)06s

THE CONSOLIDATION OF
PRESERVATION BY
RECORD
mi d

(The 1980ps t

STAGE Checking the archaeological records and Checking the archaeological records and Checking the archaeological records and
1 compiling the Description Section. producing a possible interpretation. producing a possible interpretation.
Description Section® Interim Report # Phase Group Descriptions
(LEVEL O interpretation) (LEVEL 1 interpretation or Group Text
(In Frere this would have been and a possiblénterim Report
(Stratigraphy a LEVEL Ill Repor) (LEVEL 1 interpretation)
STAGE Identifying the finds and producing Identifying the finds and producing Identifying the firds and producing Speciali
) individual Finds Catalogues. individual Finds Catalogues. Finds Reports.
Finds Catalogues’ Finds Catalogues Specialist Finds Reports’
Specialist Finds Reports’
(Basic information and a short discusgion] or=p P (An increasing number of large repQrts
(Basic information and a deted discussioj
(Finds
STAGE Integrating the Fids Catalogues with the Integrating the Finds Catalogues with thel Integrating the Specialist Finds Reports wif
3 Description Section. possible interpretation. the possible interpretation.
(a possible section on datihg a possibldDated Interim Report Summary Report #
(LEVEL 2 interpretation) or Archive Report
(LEVEL 2 interpretation)
(In Frere this would have been
(Dating) a LEVEL Ill % Repor)
STAGE Complete the Int@retation Section. The completion of &ynthesis Repart The completion of &ynthesis Repart
4
Interpretation Section * Synthesis Report* Synthesis Report*
(LEVEL 1 interpretation) (LEVEL 3 interpretation) (LEVEL 3 interpretation)
Archaeological Report Archaeological Report Archaeological Report
Archaeological Publication Archaeological Publicatin Archaeological Publication
(Repor
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF
SELECTIVITY

(The 1)9906s

THE DEVELOPMENT OF
PRESERVATION BY
INTERPRETATION

(The 20006s

THE CONSOLIDATION OF
PRESERVATION BY
INTERPRETATION

(The 2)0106s

STAGE Checking the archaeological records and Checking tle archaeological records and Basic sorting and ordering.
1 producing a possible interpretation. producing a possible interpretation.
Phase Group Descriptions
or Group Text
tratigrap
Strati h
STAGE Identifying the finds and producing Specialf Identifying the finds and producing Special§ Identifying the finds and producing Specialf
2 Finds Assessments Reports. Finds Assessments Reports. Finds Assessments Reports.
Specialist Finds Assessments Specialist Finds Assessments Specialist Finds Assessments
Reports® Reports° Reports
(A large number of small repojts (A decreasing number of small repgrts (A limited number of small repor}s
(Findg
STAGE Integratingthe Specialist Finds Assessmenf Integratingthe Specialistrinds Assessment] Integratingthe Specialist Finds Assessmen
3 Reports with the possible interpretet Reports with the possible interpretation. Reports with a possible interpretation.
Assessment Report Assessment Report initial Client Report
or Archive Report or initial Client Report (Assessment Repoit
(LEVEL 3 interpretation) (LEVEL 3 interpretation) (LEVEL 3 interpretation)
(Dating)
STAGE Full analysis and the agpletion of a Full analysis and the completion of a Full analysis and the completion of a
4 Synthesis Repart Synthesis Repart Client Report
Synthesis Report* Synthesis Report* higher levelClient Report
. . higher | lient Repor d ibiSynthesis Report*
(LEVEL 4 interpretation) or higher levelClient Report and a possibl&y p
(LEVEL 4 interpretation) (LEVEL 4 interpretation)
Archaeological Report
. L Archaeological Report Archaeological Report
Archaeological Publication 9 P 9 P
(Repor) Archaeological Publication Archaeological Publication

Sections which usually appeared in the final Archaeological Publicafidescription Section”) (Finds Section®) (Interpretation Section*)

Figure2: The changing postxcavation process.
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LEVELS OF INTERPRETATION

In an attempt to both analyse and explain chamg¢he structure of archaeological interpretation it is
necessary to distinguish between different consecutive levels of interpretation:

(LEVEL 6 Interpretation) A general higlkvel interpretation including general history books on specific
geogaphical regions, specific historic periods or individual ethnic groups, and usually based upon a number
of specialist higHevel interpretations and available historical documentary evidence, witlewatl

interpretations used as specific examples. iBhisther 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 higHevel contextual intgretation of individual towns,
landscapes, regions and/or periods, subjects or collective identity, and based upon a numblewvef mid
interpretations and additional historical and documentary evidence.

(Town / Landscape Level Interpretations and Pattilins)

(LEVEL 4 Interpretation) A discursivemid-level site interpretation or area interpretation which attempts
to produce a historical synthesis of the entire area, highlighting evidence of undbeidyorgcal trends and
based upon all the dat archaeological information, the results of specialist research and analysis, and
additional historical and documentary evidence.

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

to reconstuct the contemporary physical environment and the development or decline of the entire area as a
sequence of datdudstorical eventsand based upon all of the dated archaeological information and specific
documentary evidence

(LEVEL 2 Interpretation) A dated lowlevel 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 PeriodxMaffihe Area/Date Table))

(LEVEL 1 Interpretation) A basic lowlevel stratigraphic interpretation of activity done by Phase Groups
in sequencencluding phasing and zoningnd based upon the primary records producesiten

(A descriptive Stratiraphic Reportincludinga Phase Matrix (Phase Group Descriptio)s

(LEVEL O Interpretation) Theoriginal primary records, based upon Stratification Theorydarett
observations made on site.

(The Site Archive, including a Stratigraphic Matrix)

Figure3: Leves of interpretation.
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1 THE DEVELOPMENT OF PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY

Theposto  NJ NEBRS@St 2LI¥Syid 2F . NARGAAK (G26ya oKAOK ai
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

02Y0AY3 YR gKAOK $gSNB ¢gARStf& NBJlandR&s & LI N
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 ledoth local and national public protest

campaigns. The most notable of these conservation campaigns occurred in London in the early
MpcnQaz yR gSNBE 2NHIyAaSR o6& GKS #AO002NARlIY {20
attempt to save both EustoArch 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 theCivic Amenities Act 19&vhich first established the concept of a

/| 2y aSNBIFGA2Y ! NBIF o6RSaA3ayFriSR a |y NBF 2F Wal
69: part 1)), and this was soon followed by thewn and Country Plamg Act 1968vhich

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

Fad LI NI 2F WIy | NBvelog® cold i thebiyJnhave thgfarhl 5 a4 1 Q> a2 R
permissiorrefused 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 advise locgblanning departmentsmonitor
redevelopment work, and organise and conduct volunteer excavations (Jones 1984). The more
theseCity Achaeologist®r County Archaeologist®oked and monitored the more

archaeological remains they found artetmore 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 professi@mahaeological unit€Jones 1984).

Winchester established ther§it semiprofessionabrchaeological uniin 1961 (theWinchester
Excavation Committe&962- 1971, which led to the establishment of tNéinchester Research

Unitin 1968, and eventually the/inchester Archaeological Upiand this was followed by the
formation of other similaarchaeological unitd KNR dz3K2dzi . NAGFAY Ay GKS St
thesearchaeological uniteither developed with the help of local archaeological societies or

were set up by local town councils, particularly in towns suchre®ln, Chester, Exeter and
Canterbury with a recognised heritage and an established tourist industry which the local
councils wanted tgpromote andprotect, and these town baseatchaeological unitead

responsibility for the archaeological remains witkiat town and its immediate surroundings.
Otherarchaeological unitead wider regional responsibilities, such as Rescue Archaeology
Group(set up in 1970 with regional responsibility for all of Wales, and then reorganised in 1975
into four separatéVelsh Archaeological Trusadich also fulfilled the functions @ity and

Gounty Archaeologis)s and theNorfolk Archaeological Unfset up in 1972, and originally based

in a rural Victorian workhouse in Gressenhall). Tlaskaeological unittherefore operated
independently at a local or regional level, and informally advised yterming decisionsand
undertookrescue excavation® record archaeological deposits before they were destroyed by
developers, or on occasiosalvage excavationshich recorded archaeological deposits while

they were being destroyed by the developers, as well as occasionally recording historic buildings.
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to a lack of funds anthcilities, and the following year the construction of an underground car
LIFN] Ay 2SadYAyadSNRa bSg tltFO0S ,INR adl NISR ¢

monitoring, so it appeared as if Parliament was acting in contradiction of its owaeotdyical

policy (Gerrard 2003: 134; Jones 1984: 6B). 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 rescuehaeology (Jones 1984). However, it

was the large semprofessionabrchaeological projectehich were generated by the second

g @S 2F Y202NBl & O2yaidaNMzOGA2y Ay GKS 1G4S mdodcnQ
that had had the greatest affecpon 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 governmen

support and funding for professional rescue archaeology in 1973 (Jones 1984).

The majority ofarchaeological unitavere therefore originally set up by local or regional councils,
but were funded by direct government grant from tBepartment of the Envdnment (which

was established in 1970, and which took over all of the archaeological responsibilities of the
earlierMinistry of Public Building and Works962- 1970)), with time on site and sometimes
additional funding provided by the developer, andtasionally direct government grants for
post-excavation projed (Jones 1984: 143), however, as the numberrofiaeological projest
IANBg Ay (KS YA RardhaoldgitaliuSitalso deceivediaddidichal’iScal or regional
council funding, usubl linked to specific project@articipant Interviewd6: 6- 7).

These funding arrangements meant that masthaeological unite/ere associated with but

operated independently of the locéllity or ©unty Archaeologistsand usually consisted of a

SeniorManagerr YR | aYlFfft WO2NBQ GSIY 2F Fdzt GAYS LINR
field archaeologists, finds specialists, and occasionally a specialist draftsman or illustrator. These
professional field archaeologists would usually take it im$uo be the Site Director or the Site

Supervisor on individua@rchaeological projest and when not supervising and completing their

own projects they would be Site Assistants or Finds Supervisors on other projects, with each
archaeological unidevelopng its own particular character and reputation based upon the

attitudes and perceived competence of theore staff Additional staff were then employed as

Site Assistants ashort-term contracts for specific projects from the pool of experienced

profesh 2y I £ | NOKFS2f23Aada 2y GKS WOANDIAGQ® ¢ KSa
a wide range of practical skills and experience within a variety of different archaeological
environments and they thereforebecame the main means of dissemiing new ideas and

techniques between differerdrchaeological units Additional archaeological volunteers may

also have participated in certain projects, and would have undertaken more routine tasks until

they had gained sufficient practical experienoedbecome Site Assistants themselves.

The vast majority of tharchaeological projestundertaken by these professional archaeologists
took place withina complexworking environment created by theonstantlychanging

relationshigs between planning laws,gicy documents, developerspnsultants sub-

contractors localplanning authoritieslocalcouncils central governmenand occasionally the
media howeverthey all had to be completed within limits, limits of time and limits of money.
The rest of thigext therefore describes how tse 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 haected the archaeological reports and thechaeological
Publicationsthat they have produced.
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1.1 ARCHAEOLOGICAL EXCAVATION AND RECORDING

As each of thesarchaeological uniteperated within a specific geographical area they amassed a
great deal of detailed local knowledge. They also developed moréeffiexcavation and

recording techniques to suit thelocal working conditionsso regionahrchaeological unitashich
operated mainly within rural areas developed techniques for rural excavations, and town based
archaeological unitashich operated withirurban 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 197006s)

The main regionahrchaeological unite/hich developed excavation and recording techniques for
large ruralarchaeological projectsere:

TheOxford Archaeological Unthe OAU, set up in 1974, and had developed from two rescue excavation
teamthathadv® N] SR Ay hEFT2NR YR ! 6Ay3IR2Yy Oxigrd G KS t I 4SS mdcn
Archaeological Unihen went on to undertake excavations in and around Oxford and Abingdon, and on

the rural stes in the gravel pits of the upper Thames valley.

TheCentral Exozation Unit(the CEY, 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 regahaadological
unitsand completed a number of large rural projects throughmainly southern England, including
extensive excavations in the gravel pits of the Nene valley, Northamptonshire.

TheTrust for Wessex Archaeolofihe TWA, which was based in Salisbury and covered mainly rural areas
in Berkshire, Dorset, Hampshirdgelef Wight and Wiltshire. It had developed from the Wessex
Archaeological Committee set up in 1974, and became the last of the regimt@eological unitsreated

by the Department of the Environmenh 1979, finally changing its name to theust forWessex
Archaeologyn 1983.

Large rurabrchaeological projectesulted from major infrastructure or commercial construction
projects, such as motorway, ¥pass or ring road schemes, pipeline projects, large housing
projects, industrial or commercial delopments, 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 ploughacgvity. 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 amourof money available was usually limited.

Thearchaeological methodologyhich developed to cope with thesgorking conditionguilt

upon existing excavation and recording techniques derived from resalarch excavationia the
MdppnQa Yy R 1882r @ollisi2004). Fradsha@didgical methodologglied 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 pldugh soi
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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 arekpagationComposite
Planswould be produced. Following planning the dispersedatizve features would be

excavated and recorded, and selective segmént8 & 2 y Roul Bederavation 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 chronologisequence. Once the negative features had been
excavated Sections or Profiles would be draw and-pasavationComposite Planaould be
produced, any poshole structures would also besdeaned and photographed, and then the
machining would start othe next area. Thes€éomposite Planahere therefore used primarily

to record specific stages in the excavation process.

Thisarchaeological methodologequired large numbers of archaeologist to do relatively routine

tasks, however, as the amount of mey available was usually limited large ruaethaeological
projectsdeveloped a hierarchical serprofessional staff structures, with a single Site Director

and a number of professional Area Supervisors, along with a number of Site Assistants or

specialt 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 rusathaeological projectsonneded 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 1984952 (A

noted exception was the Mucking excavation§h90 1978) in Essex which continued through

the winter (Participant Interviewi8).) Most regionaérchaeological unitdeveloped their own

recording systems to cope with the large numbers of relative inexperienced students and

volunteers, and these usuglinvolved some form of higher level description, so for example the

students and volunteers would produce basic descriptions, and then Site Assistants or Area

{ dzZLISNIDA a2NE ¢2dzZ R LINRPRdzZOS T RRAGAZ2Y L WEBSE G§dzZNB R
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the entire line of a single ditch to ensure that the chronological sequence remained consistent
(Participant Interviewd 8: 44.00- 46.00)

By the late th T n Q archéekladgical methodologyad become known &Strip, Mapand Record
and it still remains thetandard methodologyor large ruralarchaeological projectslthough it
now involves preexcavation trial trenches, a less hierarchical recordirsgesy based roughly
around therecording methodologyf the Central Excavation UniHammer 1992, cited in
Chadwick 1998:;4Participant InterviewD6: 48- 49), and a fully professional work force.

URBAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL PROJECTS ( The early 19706s)

Themain town basedrchaeological uniteshich developed excavation and recording techniques
for urbanarchaeological projectsere:

TheWinchester Archaeological Urfthe WAU), set up 1970 as an offshoot of the original Winchester
Research Unit, and cldgdinked to theSouthampton Archaeological Unithich developed from a rescue
SEOI @I GA2y GSIY o6F&aSR 0 {2dziKlIYLWG2y | YyAGSNEAGE Ay &

TheDepartment of Urban Archaeolodgthe DUA, set up in London originally by the Guildialiseum in
1972, and then integrated into the Museum of London in 1975 along witlDgartment of Greater
London Archaeolog{DGLA
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TheYork Archaeological TruétAT, set up in 1972 by a former member of tBeuthampton
Archaeological Unitand whichdeveloped close links with both the logdinning departmentvhich
provided advance warning of redevelopment projects and the local University of York (Jones 1984: 135).

Urbanarchaeological projectesulted from major redevelopment or construction peofs, and
initially depended upon the attitude of the local town councils and whether the jgeaining
departmentincluded time for an archaeological excavation as a condition for the issuing of
planning permission In the early 1970's this tended toquiuce an all or nothing situation, with
either a largdong-term archaeological project (up to a year in some cg&asticipant Interview

07: 25) or no archaeological excavation, depending upon the size and location of the
development and direct negotieins between the developers and the lopénning

department Towns with a recognised heritage and an established tourist industry usually had a
more sympathetigplanning departmentand so tended to insist upon more archaeological
excavations and morere 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 constructistedt and urban
archaeological projectherefore became an exercise in establishing priorities and making the
most efficient and effective use of the limited resources available.

Thearchaeological methodologyhich initially developed to cope with thesvorking conditions

also built upon existing excavation and recording techniques, particularly those developed on the
largeresearch excavationsndertaken by thaVinchester Excavation Committdey’ G KS wmdc n Qa @
Thisarchaeological methodologiso reliedupon large open area excavations, and identifying

and understanding archaeological deposits and structurgdaim andsequence Thisinvolved

initial machining to remove all later disturbance, including basements, cellars, service runs and all

other moden features, and then initial cleaning by shovel scraping and towelling. The cleaned

areas would then be photographed and a frecavationComposite Plawould be produced

clearly indicating areas of modern disturbance. Following initial planning indiviigposits

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

aK2dzf R Ay (GKS2NE T2 Nlthebe laydrskvbuid $her2b@ clear@dadrl JF G A 2 Y Q>
photographed, and &omposite Phase Plavould be produced (Harris 1989: 865; see also

Participant Interviewd8: 5- 6). After planning these layers would then be carefully excavated,

thus revealing more negat@dS FSI (dz2NBa | yR GKS ySEG WLKLIF&AS 27F
of stratigraphicsequencg 2 dzf R 6S Sadl of AAaKSR 08 ARSY(GAFeAy3d |
200dzLd GA2Y Q@ Ly G0KS2NEB GKAA LINEOSaidigrap®ydzZt R G KSYyY
KIR 0SSy NBY2@0SRI K2gSOSNE Ay LINI OGAOS OSNIIAY
attention than others depending upon the time available. This frequently meant that post

medieval deposits were removed along with the modern disturbancd ifatme ran out the

earliest deposits would either be left in the ground or the area of excavation would be reduced.

Thisarchaeological methodologiso required large numbers of archaeologists, however, urban
archaeological projectwere entirely depadent 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
seasonatesearch excavatiors rural excavations which relied upon a large number of students
and volunteers This meant that urbaarchaeological projectsad 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 hierarchigal sem
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 Asststavho 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 saféint experience to become Site Assistants themselves.

Theseworking conditionaand employment polig meant that the professional archaeologists
who worked on urbararchaeological projectsoon became urban archaeological specialists, and
this contributedto the rapid development of urban archaeology.
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF URBAN ARCHAEOLOGY ( The mid 19706s to | ate 197
.8 UKS YAR mMdpTtnQa Al ¢gdtaadard St archagdogitallJLIr NBy (i G K G
methodologywas far too simplistic for most urbanchaeological site, and that the amount and

the complexity of urban archaeological stratigraphy made it practically impossible to accurately
ARSY(UAFTE AYRAGARdzZ f WLKIAaSa 27T CanpitelPhageiPBnsQ R dzNA
thereforereprét SY G SR y 20 | WLKI &S 2F 200dzLJ GA2Y QY odzii 2
process, and large numbers of individual deposits were either only partially planned or were not

planned at all. This created considerable problems dysogtexcavatiorwhenthe Plans and

Sections were checked and when additional dating evidence was available from the finds, initial
AYGSNIINBGEFGA2ya GKSYy KIFIR G2 6S OKFIy3ISR FyR Y2NB
reconstructed from the fragmentary information dlable. Thestandard urban archaeological
methodologytherefore gradually changed, and greater emphasis was placed upon identifying

I NOKI §2f23A0Ff RSLRaAAGAZ y20 & WWLWKWAEY GISE (aQOd:
whichwould thenbe re& NRSR dzLl2y avYlft W2@SNIle&Q tflya GKIG
2 T 2 OO0 dzLI(Fati@pgnRinténiieldy &- 7). This increased the overall speed of

excavation by allowing archaeologists to record and remove individual deposits withangta

G2NNE | 62dzi GKS ySEG WLKIAS 2F 200dzLld GA2y QY YR
stratigraphic sequence Y R a2 ARSYy(iATF& Y2NB OF NBFdzZ fe& O2yaiRé
post-excavation although it did also mean that mosthan excavations were now no longer

SEOI @I GSR WAY LXKIF&asSqo

.8 UKS YAR mMpTtnQa Al gl a I fdchaeddgiCappyofegsauldl LILI NB y i
not be used as representative samples of wider areas, and there was a growing realisation that

every sie was different and important, and that many smaller redevelopment projects were

being missed (Jones, 1984:-886). Large urbaarchaeological projectwere arranged by

mutual agreement and consent, usually with municipal or large institutional degedopho

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 welieetant to have largéong-

term archaeological excavations holding up construction work.

This situation was partially clarified following thl®veringham Gravels Ltd. vs Secretary of State

for the Environmentourt case in 1975. The gravel company, Hogéram Gravels Ltd.

attempted to claim composition after a preservation order had been place on Berry Mound

/YL 22NOSAGSNAKANBX odzi GKS O2dzNI WKSER GKIFGX
importance, there was no reasonable prospect that the compaoylavever have been able to

obtainplanning permissiod 2 RS @Sf 2L) 4KS aAdGSQ
(http://www.scotcourts.gov.uk/opinions/2005CSIH73.htrtdccessed 201B)so there were no

WA Yy 2 dzNIRaXdzadzL R F SIEES O2YLIl yeQa AyuSNBada Fa | NBao
implication this also confirmed that locplanning departmentgould refuseplanning permission

on purely archaeological groun¢Rarticipant Interviewd5: 12) Manyarchaeologcal units

therefore started to appoint individual archaeologists to act as l8cehaeological Monitors

(occasionally referred to as Planning Officers) who would check new planning applications and

advise locaplanning departmentsizLJ2 Yy (G KS WH NRARKLENTZ FIOSQ 2 F LI NI A C
locations and whether some form of archaeological excavation should take (Fladéeipant

Interview05; 24- 25), and though negotiations between developers and Igptahning

departmentscould become more acrimoniguthe number of smaller sites gradually increased.
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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 th@anning departmentsvere able to insist upon
adequate time for pen 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 nfymai
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 tiasemuch as possiblso

construction projects were planneghd timetabledin 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 Corpamatdf 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 wasiore cost effective to provide the archaeologists with additional funds
for extra staff, and so reduce the amount of time those archaeologists were ofPsitécipant
Interview14: 23.00) This produced unique locabrking conditionsn which the amoat of time

on site was usually very limited, but funding was less of a prof#étohison 2012: 63)

Both the growing humber and complexity of urbarthaeological projectand the growing time
constraints placed upon them by the developatsohighlighted the need for a more systematic
method of recording the specific information required to interpret urban archaeological
stratigraphy duringpost-excavation This led to the gradual introduction of various types of pre
LINR Y i SR NB O2onieasfieet0 | MR A OBINEdbiioks®tBeRmain means of
preserving a written descriptio(Participant Interviewl8: 12.00) They were first developed on

GKS 2NRPESGSNI NBaSI NOK SEOF@lLGA2ya Ay GKS SI NI eé
have been developed independently by Museum of Londaep@artment of Urban Archaeolopy

on the General Post Office excavation in 1975 (Spence 1993: 25; sdeaatiipant Interview

07: 6-20). The use of these number&bntext Sheetensured that allle relevant information

from each and everZontextwas 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 informatioon-site and the later interpretation of that information. By
0KS f I (S axchaeangcal unitRedelusing individual pegrinted forms or Sheets to
recordindividual archaeological Contexiacluding specialist Masonry Sheets, Timber Sheets and
Skeleton Sheets.

Most archaeological unitalso developed their own distin€locumentation Systendesigned to
explain how to fill out thes€ontext Sheetand maintain the standard of documentation, as well
as ensuring continuity of recording between handividual archaeologists and different
archaeological projectsTheséDocumentation Systendeveloped to control all aspects of the
recording procedure, and a number were eventually published or at least disseminated in the
form ofarchaeological unite manuals.

These improvements in the standard and consistency editsrecording also led to a number of

significant advances mecording methodology The first of these wahe Matrix Systemwhich

was developed by th@/inchester Archaeological Uy G KS YAR MpTnQaz | yR gK
published a$’rinciples of Archaeological StratigraghyEdward Harris in 1979. This system
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used a form of two dimensional flowchart Stratigraphic Matrixo depict the sequence in which
individualContextswere deposited, and this enabled the archaeologist to visualise and
manipulate the complestratigraphic sequencemncountered on urban excavations (Harris 1989;
Harris, Brown and Brown 199Participant Interviewd7: 9). This was initially presented as a
post-excavationatechnique 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 Mieum of LondonOepartment of Urban Archaeologysed the
second stage of the General Post Office excavation (GPO75) to test and develop a Single Context
Recording System (Spence 19%3rticipant Interviewd7; see also Harris 2013)
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CASE STUDY 1: THE GENERAL POST OFFICE, LONDON

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 MuseuLondon Department of

Urban Archaeologyin 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 excavain 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 Newgatee&ti(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 pittp://blog.museumoflondon.org.uk/laargip7-what-is-gpo75/ (accessed 2014);
http://archive.museumoflondon.org.uk/laarc/catalogue/siteinfo.asp?id=1851&code=GP@¢&essed

2014); http://www.hobleysheroes.org.uk/Ken_Dash_Photos.htfalccessed 201)) Thesecond 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 anddZrentury 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: 101, 25). The complex urban archaeological stratigya
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 eatian and identifying, recording and

excavating each individual Context in plan (Participant Interview80T11).

Each Context was therefore identified and recorded on individual Context Sheets, and then specific
Contexts (walls, layers and cuts) wetaned 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
Contexton every Plan, or Single Context Planning (fills were not planed because thegontamed

within cuts, and Section were only used across certain cut features to record the sequence of fills
(Participant Interview 0720) (Westerman 1994)TheseSingle Context Plangere drawnon preprinted
permatrace within a 5.0rby 5.0mplanningsquare so if a particular Context extended outside a specific
5.0mby 5.0mplanning square then that Context would be recorded on two or more planning sheets
(Participant Interview 0713- 14). Thestratigraphic sequenceas then reconstructed by overling

Single ContexXPlans and establishing the sequential relationships between indivicioiadextswithin
each5.0mby 5.0mplanning squargand then using these sequential relationships to produBdaa

Matrix (a mini Stratigraphic Matrix for that spiéic 5.0mby 5.0mplanning squarefParticipant Interview
07: 13- 18). These individual Plan Matrixes were therergedandtied togetherby removing redundant
sequential relationshipsand so eventually producing the firfairatigraphic MatriXParticipant Interview

07: 14-19).

This was the first large scale use of Biagle Context Recording SystéParticipant Interview 075)and

it proved to be far more successful than either Composite Planning or slots and Sections at establishing a
stratigraphicsequence (Participant Interview 0Z20- 21). It alsoallowed a large number of

archaeologists to identify, record and excavate individual Contexts at the same time and tbetircte

the records that they had producdéParticipant Interview 076 - 7), and itwas therefore adopted by the
Museum of London§epartment of Urban Archaeolopgs the basis for their Documentation System and
was used on all their later excavations.

Figure4: The General Post Office, London.
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The localvorking conditionghat were developing in Londohy G KS YA Rweére€ 1 G0S mpT
amongst the most complicated in Britain, not only from an archaeological perspective, but also
due to the organisational and logistical pteins caused by having to complete an archaeological
excavation as part gt major urban construction project. In these circumstances fundiag

not have been a majgproblem, but time on site was, and many sithsrefore became pre
demolition excavatiosin cellars and basements and then a very rapid fuesholition

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
develged in these circumstances was therefore one which placed emphasis upon quick and
accurate planning and recording on site, as in theorystinatigraphic sequenceould be
reconstructed during poséxcavation by overlaying thgingle Context Plarad estdlishing the
sequential relationships between individu@abntexts(Participant Interviewd7: 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 possiblederitify, 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 we then established, not from direct observations made on site, but by
overlaying theSingle Context Plar{Rarticipant Interviewd7: 18- 19)any slight error in planning

or levelling could create either an incorrect stratigraphic sequence which corrdegdn the
Plansbut 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 peastcavation. & 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 tryingd establish 'abuts' relationships and the top of a construction cut
(Participant Interviewd7: 23-24), as any small mistakes in locating individual Plans could create
a completely differenstratigraphic sequenceThe 5.0m by 5.0m planning squares aswled 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 squaresRiat Matrixes also tended to produced
large, complex and unstructuregtratigraphic MatrixesHowever, in 1980 the Single Context
Recording System (also referred to as Single Context Planning) was published in the original
Department of Urban Archaeolo@ite Manual and the later editions, particularly tHeUA Site
Manualpublished in 1990 and the red rid@inder MoLAS Site Manuglublished in 1994, then
becamethe basis for the Documentation Systems used on most urban excavations.

Inthemidtolate 191 Qa G KSNB ¢l & faz2 adFFAOASY(d FRRAGAZY
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 tiegeap
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 (98a 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)hese advances gxcavational methodologgxtended both the range of
archaeological excavations and the type of deposits covered b dleementation Systemss

well as the type of sites that could be excavated.
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By1979 publicity and public pressuri@dlly had an effect, anoh April1979one of the last acts
of the then Labour governmentas topass theAncient Monuments and Archaeological Areas
Act 1979

Department of the Environment (197%ncient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 197@don:
Department of the Environment

This Act consolidated earlier archaeological legislation, and under Part Il of the Act the historic
centres of specific towns or cities could be designated as Areas of Archaeological Importance (AM
and AA Act 1979: pagraph 33). This would require developers to notify the Iécahaeological
Monitors six weeks in advance of undertaking any work within the Area of Archaeological
Importance, regardless of whether they requiriplgnning permissionr not (AM and AA Act

1979: paragraph 35.1). Thechaeological Monitorsould 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 sid ghd AA Act 1979:

paragraph 38.4), so in effect the lo@aichaeological Monitocould block work on a site for a six
month period. This gave locaichaeological unitthe time they needed to organise and

undertake preliminary archaeological excavatiovith the possibility of negotiating additional

time if significant archaeological remains were uncovered. However, Part Il of the Act was never
enacted in Wale§Participant Interviewd5: 8) or Scotlandand under the changing political and
commercialc§ RAGA2ya 2F (GKS SINIé mopynQa 2yfeée /I yiSND
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 caodi also affected th®epartment of the
Environmentfunding, which switched from the direct annual funding of individarahaeological

units (occasionallyermed core fundingjo the grant fundingof specificarchaeological projects

of limited scope, dwation and cost (Andrews and Thomas 1995:;18%chison 2012: §3 This

allowed theDepartment of the Environmerib exercise more control over both total spending

and the management of individuatchaeological projectsas well as permitting them tolatate

funds toarchaeological projects KA OK WNBLINBaSyiSR @I fdzS F2N yz2ySe
(Andrews and Thomas 1995: 185; see dPsuoticipant Interviewd9: 11)
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THE CONSOLIDATION OF URBAN ARCHAEOLOGY ( The 1980606s)

.8 (UKS SI NI @& exdayatiof and réédrdlitg teghfiquéskiéveloped inrtid to late
M T n Q acorkeladeeptédSas standard practice, and were incorporated intostaadard

urban archaeological methodologHowever, mosarchaeological unitstill developed their own
Docunentation Systemspecifically designed and adapted to suit their dacal working
conditions These differences included variations in both the structure and application of the
Documentation Systeprand most noticeably in the design and layout of @mtext Sheets This
included the specific information recorded on t@@ntext Sheetshe 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, ®ed, photos and finds, as well as more fundamental
differences in how the Sheets were actually used. So for examplgVyithehester Archaeological
Unit defined individualContextson stratigraphic descriptions (Layer Sheets / Fill Sheets / Cut
Sheets), Wereas the Museum of Londob¢partment of Urban Archaeolopgefined individual
Contextson physical descriptions (Deposit Sheets / Cut Shéts}icipant Interview 1956.00),
and this difference may be explained by differétal working conditionand thez ! | Qa
emphasis upon establishing tlsératigraphic sequencand the5 | ! eéin@hasis upon the speed
of recording. York Archaeological Truatlopted theSingle Context Recording Systeni983
(Participant Interview 095- 6), and theirContext Sheettended to be simpler but contained
more written stratigraphic information (Pearson and Williams 1993: figure 6.1).

TheWinchester Archaeological Uritso grouped individualontextgwhich were increasingly

referred to asStratigraphic Units ARgdu@sQW i 2 fAy]1 ff GKS FAffa FNR)

recording technique had developed on earlier rural excavations, and provided an additional

KAIKSNI £ S@St 27 KR&BWORSKHRIRY F A4 X BR 2920 MRIS K8 { A0S

By the midv oy n CFaatuik FSigetbad been dropped, however, this had developed into
grouping a number of closely relat€bntextyor Stratigraphic Units such as all the fills from a
single cut or the cut, foundation and upstanding masonry of a single wal&isingle

Stratigraphic Eventsn site, and then placing those individi&ttratigraphic Unihumbers within a
single box on thé&tratigraphic MatriXParticipant Interview 1956.30). This two stage process
(first identifying individual Stratigraphic Wsiand their relationships within a Stratigraphic Event,
and then identifying the relationships betweamdividualStratigraphic Events) lessened the
overall number of variables and sequential relationships, and so made it far easier to structure
and constuct a runningStratigraphic Matrixvhich established thstratigraphic sequencen site
during the excavatio@Participant Interview 1956.45).

TheWinchester Archaeological Uriad also developed llulti Context Recording Systeim

which everyContextwas still planned and levelled at its maximum extent (once all overlying

deposits had been removed), but more than ddentextcould appear on the same Plan

(providing they did not overlap), and planning conventions where then used to indicate the
physicdand sequential relationships with the surroundi@gntexts(Participant Interview 19

5720. ¢ KAAd AyOf dRSR Of SINI& AYyRAOFGAY3 620K WOz
eliminated any problems caused by slight planning errors, as welbaglprg a check on the

sequential relationships shown on ti&ratigraphic MatriXParticipant Interview 19%68.10. The
Winchester Archaeological Urgitso made more use of Sections, again to provide a check on the
physical and sequential relationshigsosvn on theStratigraphic Matrix
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+ | NRA 2 dza Fid@ Slkiéelzd B NB [ f a2 200l aArz2yltfe dzaSR SA
artefacts and ecofacts from a particuleontext, or to record the recovery of particular types of
evidence, such as environml samples. This informatiaould also be recorded either on
existingContext Sheetas bulk finds, specific finds (also referred to as small finds), bulk samples
and specific samples, on separate finds lists or registers, such as a small findstezgir a

samples registerEnvironmental 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 comgr& y a A S WO Y FANR Y YSy il f
could frequently discouraged the taking of samples.

The use of thesBocumentation Systemalowed each archaeologist direct control over the
planning, recording and excavation of individGaintextg(or StratigraphidJnits), 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 ndmerarchical staff structure on udm archaeological excavations, so
other than a Site Supervisor (or Senior Archaeologist in the Museum of Ldddpar{ment of
Urban Archaeology to caordinate activity, all other work on site was undertaken by
experienced Site Assistants (or Field Aediagists in the Museum of LondoDépartment of
Urban Archaeology (Spence 1993), with an occasionallysite Finds Supervisor on larger
archaeological project® document and process the recovered artefacts and ecofacts.

Another development which hagignificaniongterm consequences was the introduction of Job
Creation SchemedC8 Ay G KS I W&powep Berviees ComynRsiheVSG

z A

uK

{t

SYLX 28YSyld aOKSYSa A(Partidifas IntBrivieNde.& - 8)i Fhesew&e m py n Qa

governmentbacked employment projects designed to lower unemployment figures by forcing

the longterm unemployed (defined as those aged-134 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 lon@ommunity Progrania CB, including working foarchaeological uniten
archaeological excavations. This introduced archaeological excavation to a large number of
people from a variety of backgrounds who would not otherwise have bedorolved 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 becapmefessional field archaeologists after their
projectshadF Ay A A KSR aAvYLi & o0SOlFdzAaS GKS& 6SNB JSNEe

The number of individuals employed on these archaeolofyleaipower Services Commission

322

schemegyrew steadily throughoutth& F NX @ 2 YAR mMpynQaz gA0GK a2YS
AN YikRS@PSEt 21LISNI Fdzy RSR LINE 2 S O ashditteimEdhtsabts 6 & LINR T

and with additional archaeological volunteers depending upon the type of project, and with
others sies being designated &sngterm MSCprojects (where the developer was able to
providelongterm access to the area) and these may have also indil@€postexcavation
projects run at the same time as the excavat{@articipant Intervievd1: 4; Particigant
Interview06: 7-11).
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W. & ™ dWsprovidédfunding 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 oarchaeological priectsthrough theCP$ Q

(Everill 2009: 28)

However, between 1987 and 1988 government policy changed anm#mpower Services
Commissiorstarted to lose various functions, and first it stopped providing additional project
funding for equipment and officgcilities,and then by the end of 1988 it had stopped funding all
archaeological projectandarchaeological unithad to look for other methods of funding
archaeological excavatioifRarticipant Interviewd1: 4; Participant Interviewd5: 10-11).

Oneof the side effects of thiManpower Services Commission schemes that it changed the
type of archaeologist that were being employedarghaeological units The employment of
professional field archaeologists at this time tended to be based upon gderences and the
amount of practical experience an individual had on site, and as former members of the
Manpower Services Commission schemese known and had at least oryear'sdigging
experience they were frequently offered jobs before much betterlifjea but much less
experienced archaeological graduates.

This tendency then became sedfinforcing as those with more practical experience were given

jobs, and those with jobs gained more practical experience. The former members of the

Manpower Servies Commission schem#wrefore went on to form a large proportion of the

WOANDdzZA G RAIISNRE QS I yR S JeEoyeitdidofimanyarchakdbgicalo S OF YS Y
units, with the Museum of London in particular employing large numbers of experieneBts€

staff in the building boom that followed the deregulation of the financial markets in 1987.

Thisemployment policyvas one of the many factors which contributed to an increasing divide

between academic research archaeology and professional rescbheewlogy (particularly urban

I NOKFS2f 2380 UGUKNRdAzZAK2dzi GKS 1G4S mptrnQa FyR wmoy
used similar methodologies, both branches of the profession developed in different directions as

a result of operating in differergircumstances 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:

WC2NJ G £SHad F2NlIeée @SIFINBR Al aSSYSR a GK2dAK (K.
one devoted to academic research and the other to the documentation of antiquities threatened

with destruction. Each is undertaken by different peofileded by different sponsors and their

results are disseminated in different ways. The contrasts between them seem so pervasive that it

Ad GSYLIiAy3a (G2 RSAONROS GKSY Fa (G¢2 OdzZ G§dzNBadQ
(Bradley 2006: 1)

The primary aims of mosicademic research excavat®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 gainingacademic credit Y R FdzNI KSNAY 3 |y | OF RSYAO OF NBSN
establishing both the sigficance 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 academi&rchaeological Publicatioso the standard of the archakgical
recording and the fingbite Archivamay then have become of secondary importance. This also
produced a general tendency to see each archaeological excavatiosiagle self contained
experimentwith specific shorterm aims and objectivesvhich could make it difficult to re
interpret the results of amcademic research excavationthe light of additional archaeological
information or future archaeological discoveries.

The primary aim ofirofessional rescue excavatiowas to ensure that as nth 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 prodtion and longterm preservation ofin ordered,
indexed and internally consistent Site Archige the completion of an archaeological
interpretation andan academic publicatiomay then have become of secondary importance, as
in theory this was dependentnty 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 ag small part of a bigger pictumith a longterm 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 duringgpastvation, so
although both academic archaeology and professional amlogy used the sameaditional

academic approacto archaeological publication, over time the way$@academic principles

were applied in practice within professional archaeology gradually changed.

53|Page



THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICEK@AFATION WITHIN BRITISH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY

1.2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL POST-EXCAVATION AND INTERPRETATION

Thetraditional academic approadi archaeological publication can best be summarised by the
following introductory paragraph:

W{AYOS (KS fI13G4S yAySGSSYyiK OSyldzNE 3 ptackssiofA OF G A2Y
archaeological excatian. 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

NEO2NR ¢KAOK A& | O0SaarofsS (2 20KSNBEEatiohass | yR (2
LINBaSNBFGA2yQ Aa GKS ARSFHE GKFG Al akKz2dZ R 0SS Lk2a
NEO2NR&X yR 0O2yaSldsSyidfte NBAYISNLINBG AdoQ

(Jones 2001sectionl.1)

Thistraditional academic approadio archaeological publication thus estabkshboth the basic
LINA y O preseréatiod By publicatiocRE | yR GKS o6FAA0 RAQGAAAZY
of archaeological evidence done on site and the subjective interpretation of that archaeological
evidence done during pogixcavation.
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Thestructure of a traditional academisrchaeological Publicatidherefore also reflected this
basic division by separating an objectdescriptionof the archaeological evidence, from a
subjectiveinterpretationof the archaeological evidence presentedtie description so the
structure of anArchaeological Publicatiomas 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 sepsgations were
mutually supportive, so thaterpretationshould fully explain the archaeological evidence
presented in thedescription and thedescriptionshould present sufficient archaeological

evidence to justify thénterpretation and it should the 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 archaelogical evidence, and theescriptionwas an accurate reflection of the
archaeological records, then theterpretationshould be a valid interpretation of the
archaeological evidence. This could best be done by presenting an accurate summary of the
archaeological records as thadescription and if the archaeological records were presenasthe
descriptionthen it would also be possible to consider alternative interpretations, and if necessary
reinterpret the archaeological evidence from the informatjpresented within the

Archaeological PublicationThis should indicate not only the interlinked structure of a traditional
academicArchaeological Publicatigibut also the fundamental importance of the original

F NOKFS2t23A0Ff NBRERRAGKIYFTAAGYBDENYEHLINSYPS RD®
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THE TRADITIONAL APPROACH TO ARCHAEOLOGICAL PUBLICATION

AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL PUBLICATION

[ )

ARCHAEOLOGICAL .| ARCHAEOLOGICAL DESCRIPTION INTERPRETATION

EVIDENCE RECORDS

Figure5: 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 publicat@their particular area of interest.

2 INTRODUCTIQNnNtended 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 develoment of the area along with the results of any previous excavations.

3 DESCRIPTIQNhtended to provide a full description of both the structural and the stratigraphic
evidence recorded on the site in stratigraphic order starting with the earliest deparsits
includingPlans, 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 INTERPRETATIOKbrDISCUSSIONntended to provideK S { A G S 5 A NBZIS AXM A 2 ARK { A
personal interpretation of the archaeological evidence, including a limited nuwiygossible
historic dates for specific structures or deposits, usually presented within a sesaetien.

We¢ KA A &S O lyxaéhsideréd taibe diziesizivalué than the core description of theasite,
FI Oldzr f RSAONRLIIAZ2Y 61 & aadzySR (2 6S 2F Y2NB Sy
(Jones 2001section2.2.1).

5 FINDS CATALOGUHESrAPPENDICEShtended to provide full description of all thartefacts
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. Aategatalogue

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 2004ection2.2.1))
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(In an attempt to both angke and explain changes in the structureAoéhaeological

Publicationst is necessary to distinguish between different consecutwvels of interpretation

each of which would take into account different evidence and have a diffénamaten 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 interpretatir.detailed
descriptions of these variousvels of interpretatiorsee Hgure 3.)

Although mostArchaeological Publicatiormse a combination of different levels of interpretation,

a traditional academiérchaeological Publicatiomould have been &w-level interpretation

with a highburden of proof So thalescriptiongpresented within theDescription Sectiowould

have been very close to the original archaeological record9EL terpretation), and the
interpretationspresented within thdnterpretation Sectiorwould have avoided speculation and
been restricted to bth the area of excavation and what could be definitively proven by direct
reference to the original archaeological records, basicallyE¥EL Interpretation) with a

limited number of possible historic dates presented as a separate sectiorHgee 3). This

was done because to a certain extent the readers were expected to be fellow archaeologists,
competent enough to both understand thgescription Sectigrand produce their own
interpretations, which they could then compare with therpretations presented withinthe
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 thesegssible historic dates into the rest of the text would have
restricted future reinterpretation. Therefore, in theory, it would be possible tecansider or
re-adjust the dating without having to change the rest of the publication.

The actuapost-excawation projectneeded to produce this form dfrchaeological Publication
would usually have consisted of four basic stages (@gere 2):

STAGE 1 Checking the archaeological records and compilingtescription Section

The first part of thgpost-excavation projectwould 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 compild®wcription Sectiofrom these
archaeological records, starting with the earliest deposits. (ifitieduction Sectionmay already

have existed as background information, so that section may only have required checking and
possibly updating.)

STAGE 2 Identifying the finds ad producing individuaFinds 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 kifal Catalogualong with a

short discussion sectiomould then have been complied for each particular category of artefact

or ecofact. In certain circumstances a stgpecialist Finds Repertvould also have been

obtained from an appropriate Finds Specialists on either a specific object or a partategony

of finds, such as coins or human bone, and these specialist reports would then have been
included within the otheFinds Catalogues
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STAGE 3 Integrating theFinds Cataloguesith the Description Section

The Site Director or the Site Supervisauld then integrate thd-inds Cataloguesith the
Description Sectioto form a possible interpretation, and this would have included considering
possible historic dates.

STAGE 4 Complete thenterpretation Section

The possible interpretation would gy KI @S 06SSy LINBaSyaSR Fa | ydzyo
2T 200dzLI GA2y Q 2 NJIinterpretatirSSectienalond votk dlidited rufberrof/ (G K S
possible historic dates. A considerable amount of checking would then have been done to ensure

that the Description Sectiowas internally consistent, and that it also corresponded with the

Interpretation Sectionand finally theSummary Sectiowould have been completed at the end

of the post-excavation project

The structure of a traditional acathicArchaeological Publicaticand the four basic stages of
the postexcavation procesaere therefore the same, so the completion of thestexcavation
processautomatically produced thérchaeological Publicatigmand theArchaeological
Publicationautomatically described and presented thestexcavation process

TheArchaeological Publicatiomas also theersonal responsibilitgf the Site Director or the Site

Supervisor, and was considered as botiessonal obligationand a method of gainingcademic

creditt YR FdzZNOKSNAY3 Fy | OFRSYAO OIFNBSNE gAGK | W3
significance of a particular site, and the archaeological reputation of a particular individual.

These personal gains and benefits perpetuated the traditiofiahadzY LJG A 2y WO K| G Wg NR
ISyt SYlFyfe LlzZNBdAG F2N gKAOK y2 2yS g2dZ R ySOS
post-excavation projectsvere constantly undefunded, even though the actual printing and

publication costs may have beenvewed bylocal or regional archaeological journalssome

form of publishing grant.
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THE ESTABLISHMENT OF PRESERVATION BY PUBLICATION (Theearlyl 9 7 O énigl 1970 s )

This was the approach that was adopted by the professiardiaeological unitis the early
MPTNQAX YIrye 2F gKAOK KIFIR 2NARAIAYylLIffe 06SSy aSsSi
academic careers (Jones 1984). Emxchaeological projeatould create gpost-excavation

project, the completion of which would be seen as feronal responsibilityf the Site Director

or Site Supervisor, and that individual would then producé\srhaeological Repovthich would

be published either as aarchaeological monograpior large archaeological projects or as an

article in alocal or regpnal archaeological journal 6 | Zohe@iojéct, @ne abthor, one

publicatoQ> £ 2y 3 g A { esérvatidn byiplibligatoR It tEaditdmakagademic
approachtherefore considered archaeological publication as bogieesonal obligatiorand a

personal opportunity undertaken by the Site Director or Site Supervisor for professional gain or

I OF RSYAO ONBRAGEZ YR gAGK GKS SyR 202SOGAQGS o
the results of the excavation, but which also enhahttee reputation of both the author and the
archaeological unit
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CASE STUDY 2 FULLERG6S HILL, GREAT

A typical example of an Archaeological Pulilicaproduced by professional archaeologists working on an
dzNB Fy | NOKFS2t23A0Ff LINRP2SOG Ay GKS YAR mMpTnQa o

w23ISNBR2YS ! ® OMPpT CO W9 EOI @I G A 2Madins2Py (edQmiEt f SN A |
Anglian Archaeology Report Na. @ressenhall: The Norfolk Archaeological Unit.

¢tKS 9EOF@IGA2ya 2y CwasdulSishEddn Eask Andlian ARNEolody (RepotiNo2 Xzl K
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 archaeiclgnformation 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
descriptionof 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 brewefhis 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. Thisdescripti
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 suphliEVEL 1

interpretation). Finally, the dating (which was done frentoin 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 catalgued 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 catalages 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 considerefbasing 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 twgears.

Figure6Y Cdzf f SND&a | Aff>X DNBFG |, FN¥Y2dzi Ko
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increase in both the number of sites excavated, and thapexity of the archaeological records

produced. This in turn led to a corresponding increase in the size and complepitgt-of

excavation projectsand particularly large urbamostexcavation projects Some of these large

urban excavations produceddhsands ofZontextnumbers, each of which had to be checked

and described individually in the final publicati@®articipant Interviewd7: 34- 36) (the Lower

Brook Street site in Winchester excavated in various stages from 1965 to 1971 eventually

producedover 10,000 individuaContexts(Harris 1989: 146and GPO75 in London produced

over 20,000 individual Contexts (Participant Interview D), and this inevitably led to delays in

publication.

In part these delays were due to the fact that pesccavdion and publication was seen as the
personal responsibilitgf the Site Director or Site Supervisor, and unlike archaeological rescue
excavation, archaeological pesxcavation and publication could be undertaken at any time as it
was dependent only upothe existing archaeological recor{Rarticipant Interviewd6: 10) This
allowed the Site Director or Site Supervisor to postpone the stgrsbetexcavation projects

either for short periods of time if neighbouring areas were due to be redevelopedddifional
people were required on site in an emergency, or even indefinitgggt-excavation projects

were being stockpiled to emplayore staffwhen no excavation work was availalfRarticipant
Interview08: 7-8). However, given a choice manyeditirectors 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 trecademic credifor the archaeological projecthey had

directed or supervised. Raglless of whethepostexcavation projectsvere being delayed or
were being stockpiled the end result was still the same, and this became the start of the ever
LINE apBbfiadationtbacklog ®

The amount of time needed to completepast-excavation projecalso 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 numbpra)ct management
problems. Postexcavation projectsvere sen as a fundamental part of tregchaeological
processut were organised and funded separately from the original excavation, and as Site
Directors and Site Supervisors were permanere stafftheir time was allocated not as part of a
specific budget, bt as part of a weekly work schedyarticipant Interviewd6: 7; Participant
Interview10: 12) Manypost-excavation projecttherefore started without a proper budget or

an agreed completion date, and largest-excavation projectsould then drag offior 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 &mcreasen the number ofSpecialist Finds Repsrtequired

from external Finds Specialists, and that did have a direct effected uporepoavation costs
(Participant Interviewd8: 8- 9). Eventually additionarant fundingwould have to be applied for
from central geernment(Participant Intervievd6: 6), and if that failed manpostexcavation
projectssimply 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 assumedpttstiexcavation pojectscould
always be restarted 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
Preservation by pulicationQ YSIFyiG GKFG GKS aA1TS 2F G(GKS TFAYyILE 1L
had a direct effect upon the publication costs which were coverelddsl or regional

archaeological journalar direct publishing grants. So the rapid increase in the sidenamber

of Archaeological Reportaeant thatarchaeological journalhad to either expand and publish

larger editions which many could not afford to do, or start to become more selective over which

reports went intothe nextissue, and this could thendd to further delays in the publication of

finished reports, which in turn added to thmiblication backlog

(A notable exception to thisaditional approacho archaeological publication was tffi@scicle
publication systemwhich was developed by théxk Archaeological Trusind 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 (pacularly 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 Bmds from Angl&candinavian Yorkinds from Medieval York
andLeather and Leatherworking in Angbeandinavian and Medieval ¥¢Participant Interview
08: 12- 14; Participant Interviewd9: 4- 5, 13- 16, 19- 22). Similarfascicle publication systems
were also initially adopted in Lincoln and Perth, however, they were gradually phased out and
replaced by the more traditionarchaeological project based publication system.)
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF PRESERVATIONBYRECORD ( The | ate 19706s to early

In an attempt to address these growing problems the Ancient Monument Board for England
(Committee on Rescue Archaeology)addished asix personNorking Party under the

chairmanship of Professor Sheppard Frere, and in October 1975 this Working Party produced a
16 pagereport entitled Principles of Publication in Rescue Archaeglaipch became widely
1y26y a (§KBQ&CNBNBE wSL}2N

Frere, Set al. (1975)Principles of Publication in Rescue Archaeoldgyndon: The Ancient Monuments
Board (England) and tHeepartment of the Environment

The Frere Report fully supported thtaditional academic approadl archaeological
publication, and defined the purpose of archaeological publication as:

The dissemination of knowledge to other archaeologists.
The preservation of knowledge for future generations.

The popularisation of the results of archaeological fieldwork to strengthdigsupport.

A W DN B

A means of enable archaeologists to fulfil their academic obligations and improve their
professional standingatademic credjt

However, it also clearly stated that the publication in printed fornalbfhe details of a large

excavation wa no longer practicable (Frere 1975: section 2.1), and then attempted to reorganise

0KS LINPOSaa 27F Lzt AOFrGA2Y 0& RSAONAROAY3A gKIG &
which became widely known as the four levelshothaeological ArchiveThese were:

LEVEL IV A descriptive synthesis with supporting data and illustrationsSy#thesis Report
Selected finds and specialist reports relevant to the syntheSipedjalist Finds Repesit

(This eventually became tHeublication Archivé

LEVE Il Full description of all structural and stratigraphic relationships. (An Interim Report)
Classified finds lists and finds drawings and all analySisdq Catalog.s)

(This eventually became theesearch Archive

LEVEL Il All the archaeologicakcords produced osite such asite Notebooks
All Context SheetsPlans, Sections, and photographs.
Finds records and other documentation.

(This eventually became ttgite Archive

LEVEL | The site itself and general notes, old letters, previousoaaots etc.
Excavated finds.

(adapted from (Barker 1982: 22230))
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provided that both the (LEVELS$lfe Archiveand the (LEVEL IRpsearch Archiveere 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 V)
Synthesis Repaft a K 2 dzf R { K S NJpreseritdion 6f 2hy tiistoty yind Significandef of

GKS aAGS (23SGKSN)I gAGK FdzZk t R20dzySyidldAz2y FyR S
section 2.9), and for largerchaeological projectsonsideration should also be given to the

publication of a (L¥EL llI)nterim 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 cst of publication. However, the Frere Report also represented a fundamental change

T NEPphesek/ation by publicaticd  preservédtion by recor@ ® ¢KS | NOKIFS2t23A0!If
therefore no longer presented in the final publication, but were presetvel I & SLJ NI GS Wa ¢
(LEVEL I8ite Archivethe possible interpretation then became a (LEVER#&dearch Archive

and the final publication became a descriptive synthesis not of the archaeological records, but of

the possible interpretation. (Accokdy 3 (2 wA OK I NJgreserdlioR by$etodi K53 aid S NI
borrowed from the architectural recording of threatened buildings, and was first used in

I NOKFS2ft238 G2 | @2AR (GKS g2NR WNBASINDODKQI gKAOK
Department of tle Environmen{Bradley 2006: 6).)

The Frere Report also established the concept of preservation within separctiaeological
Archives and so reinforced the division between recording (the (LEVEitdIArchiveand
possible interpretation (the (LEVHEL) Research Archiye This not only added an extra synthesis
stage to thepostexcavation processhe preparation of the variou&rchaeological Archivedso
added to the size and complexity pdst-excavation projectand created a considerably amaun
of extra work, very little of which could be easily checkeithout consulting the original
archive$, and very little of which would receive aagademic credit

Although it took some time for the Frere Report to become officially accepted, the

recommendations on (LEVEL Iijerim Reportsand (LEVEL I'8ynthesis Reporigere 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 anh2&3 @001.:

section 2.3.2). The variolzcal and regional archaeological journaésl to change their

publication policysooner as a matter of necessity, and tiehaeological unitthen had to adapt

their postexcavation projectso fit this newpublication policyp . @& GKS f14G4S modTtnQa
principles outlined in the Frere Report and the distinction between and the definition of four

separate levels cArchaeological Archiiead become widely accepted as standard practice.

These changes occurredtae same time as the development of specffast-excavation
techniquesintended to cope with the increasing size and complexityasi-excavation projects
so although the basic structure ojpastexcavation projectemained roughly the same, the
actud postexcavation methodologgradually changed.
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Apost-excavation projectherefore still consisted of four basic stages (dégure 2):

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

The first part of post-excavation projectvould 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 ardered, indexed and internally conssit
(LEVEL I8ite ArchivE g KA OK g2dzZ R KI &S 06SSy wasSlItSRQ yR LJ
being altered or amended as it would represent the most accurate record of the original

archaeological stratigraphy possible within the limits of thegtiamd 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 Swjsaor.

Once theSite Archivéhad been completed it would then have been possible for the Site Director

or the Site Supervisor to establish some fornstatigraphic sequencby identifying either a

YydzY o SNJ 2F O2yaSOdzia @S WLIKS a5k RLIK 2@08tcp=amtT A2GQTO8 @AN
InterviewQZ1: 7-8). This would usually have been based u@amposite Planand would

therefore represent a possible interpretation of the order in which individual activities may have

occurred. However, bythdeNI @ Moy nQa (GKA& gl a& AYyONBlFaaAy3ate R
Stratigraphic Matrixvhich would have presented all of the sequential relationships between
individualContext2 y I &aAy 3t S RAIF3INI YO ¢KAAa YIRS Al FINJ
of OUAGAGRQY YR SaidlrofAakK (GKS LRaaArofsS &Sl dzSy«
occurred within the limits of the sequential relationships identified on site. This sequence would

then form the basis of a possible interpretation, and woukbaiave become part of the (LEVEL

lIl) Research Archive

At this point the Site Director or Site Supervisor may also have produced a (LBWEELirl)

Reportwhich would have described this stratigraphic interpretation starting with the earliest

WK I2FSE OGAGAGEQ ' yR NBaldNR Ot&iR Reépartsvoiddave NS 2 F S
acted as a guide to the possible interpretation, and would also have marked a point where the
post-excavation projectould come to a temporary halt while waiting fleinds Cataloguesnd

Specific Finds Reportis be completed. Thesaterim Reportavere also occasionally published

in lessacademic journalt provide immediate information on an excavation, thus producing a

secondary level of less reliable archaeatagjpublications.

Wi 322R SELl YLX S Irtedim, th&kbBlletin &f2h Yol iArchadolbdic&l Rrust, which
contains conventiondhterim Reportsnterleaved with articles on aspects of ancient York,
specialised archaeological techniques, aetlagical philosophy and politics and even profiles of
YSYOSNE 2F (GKS ¢NMHzaAG®Q

(Barker 1982: 249)
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STAGE 2 Identifying the finds and producing individugihds Catalogues

All artefacts and ecofacts recovered from the site would have been processeohtaxt, and

then divided into specific categories based upon their material or mode of production, such as
pottery, animal bone, human bone or coins. A Riids Catalogualong with a short discussion
section would then have been compiled for each findtegory by the site Finds Supervisor,
including identifying and quantifying the individual artefacts and ecofactsdmntext The
identification of individual artefacts and ecofacts would have also provided additional associated
information, such as po#se function, possibléocation of manufactureand possiblalates of
manufacture that is a set of bracketed dates within which a specific artefact was believed to
have been produced. Thedates of manufacturevere themselves possible interpretations)ch
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 Lordigpaftment of Urban
Archaeologywere able to use dendrochronology dates from the emutive sequences of

g22RSY NB@SGYSyia SEOIFIZIGESR 2y GKSANI 61 GSNFNRY{

produce possiblelates of depositiorior the artefact assemblagesontained within the dump
deposits behind those revetments, and then by camipg large numbers of these datedtefact
assemblagethey were able to produce possibiates of depositioror individual artefact types
and so establish possibiates of manufacturdor particular medieval pottery types, which were
then checked by evavations at production sitg®articipant Interviewd5: 15.00. As the
identification of individual artefacts and ecofacts was a possible interpretation thiesks
Cataloguesvould then have formed part of the (LEVELRH#¥earch Archive

In certain @rcumstances a sho@pecialist Finds Repentvould also have been obtained from an
appropriate Finds Specialists on either a specific object or a particular category of finds, such as
O2Aya 2NJ KdzYly o62ySao . @& UKS f triev@ansishmpiir@a G KS
techniques had also worked through post-excavation projectsand 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 tlgd 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 unitsstablished their owirinds Departmentstaffed by a small number of

specific Finds Sialists, such as pottery specialists or animal bone specialists.

TheSpecialist Finds Repsrproduced by these Finds Specialists would have included standard
Finds Cataloguesong with a more detailed discussion section and detailed descriptions of
specific objects, as well as additional information such as brackdagels of manufacture These
Specialist Finds Repenivould go directly into the (LEVELPUplication Archivand become a
part of the (LEVEL I8ynthesis Repart

The site Finds Supeser would then recombine finds information froRinds Cataloguesnd
Specialist Finds Repottyg Context and may have also produced a shéirtds Reporon all the
finds evidence, based upon a specific knowledge of the site and the specific contemtwiitbh
the artefact and ecofact evidence had been found. This additiéindls Reporivould then have
formed part of the (LEVEL Rgsearch Archive
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STAGE 3 Integrating theFinds Cataloguesith the possible interpretation.

Once theFinds Catalogusand Specialist Finds Repotiad been completed it would then have
been possible to integrate this information into the possible interpretation, and attempt to
establish possibldates of deposition

The methodology for dating archaeological depositsechgreatly, however, most depended
upon initially establishing possibiates of manufacturdor particular artefact types, and then
examining the distribution of those artefact types within tteatigraphic sequencesing the
logical principles aierminus post quenandterminus ante quendeveloped by Philip Barker in
0KS YAR wmdT n QETEchrigyer of Addaaeblagicdl BxEavalibgt edition published

in 1977, with an expanded 2nd edition published in 1982). This could be done either by
consdering 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 mneiaeologial projects or by
considering albf the finds recovered from an individu@ontext 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 contamipatiwhich was the approach adopted mainly on
urbanarchaeological projects

Within somearchaeological unitd KA & F LILIINR I OK RS@Sf 2LISR Aydaz2z | T2
which the site Finds Supervisor would layout eitaktof the finds from eaclConext, or just the

dateable artefacts from eacBontext usually pottery and coins along with any C14 or

dendrochronology dates, and then provide a bracketed set of posdéits of depositiorior
certainContextgParticipant Interviewd4: 20) that is a Ibacketed set of historic dates within

which the deposit was believed to have originally been formed or depofftadicipant

Interview01: 10y ¢KSAaS WalLkRid RFEGSaQ ¢2ddR GKSy o6S LI aa
Supervisor who would place them withiime stratigraphic sequencand then adjust them in an

attempt to identify and lessen the effects of possible intrusive or residual contamination. Any
SNNEBENBE 2N Fy2YFfASE Ay GKS walLkRid RIGAY3IQ g2dz R
dates ofdepositionti 2 LIN2 RdzOS LJ2aaArotS RIFIGSA F2NJ AYRAGARdzZ
I O ARAakidipan@Interviewdl: 15-16)> | YR G KSy o6& LX FOAy3a (K24aS WL
stratigraphic sequenceithin alocal date frameworkonsisting of cnsecutiveHistoric Periods

dated either by centenary, such as Siéth centenary, or by specific historic dates, such as Early
AngloSaxon c450AB c600AD (Harris 1989: figure 48 and figure 63). This would have allowed

F2N) OKS LRaAiA2y2ay 33l @F ba@ldsSaheyRuthikt!S limits of

the stratigraphic sequené@ | YR GKSNBF2NB GKS L2aairotsS RFEGAyYy3
contained datable artefacts.

Although this method of dating archaeological evidence wowdditably have affected the

possibledates of depositiorf specificContexte A0 RAR LINRE Jdor@8lled |y St Sy
uncertainyQ H KA OK O2dzZ R GUKSY 0SS dzaSR (2 LINRRdzOS |
The use oHistoric Periodsherefore prevanted over precise and possibly inaccurate

archaeological dating, as well as providing a means for clearly identifying roughly contemporary
archaeological evidence within the limits of thgatigraphic sequenceThis dated sequence

would then form the bais of the final interpretation, and would also have become part of the

(LEVEL lIResearch Archive

(@]] wmw
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These possibldates of depositiomay also have been added to the (LEVEIntd)im Report
particularly on rurabrchaeological projectwhere estimaes of historic dates may have been
used as a means of establishingtaatigraphic sequenceThis created a variety of (LEVEL Ill %)
Interim ReportgLavell 1981: 103, cited in Jones 2001: section 2.3.2) which presented various
dated low level archaeotfical interpretations done either by directly dating individGaintexts

or byHistoric Periochnd sequence, and based upon the basic interpretation of activity in
sequence. Although this may have appeared to be providing additional information, inieffect
produced a messy compromise which made it less likely that a full (LE\&yhthgsis Report
would have been completed and published.
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STAGE 4 The completion of &ynthesis Repart

Once a dated interpretation had been completed it would then hasenpossible for the Site
Director or Site Supervisor to compile the (LEVESyRhesis Repoftom existing information,
and produce the written text for the centréiterpretation Section This would have been a
descriptivemid-level site interpretatbn which attempted to reconstruct theontemporary
physical environmenand the development or decline of the area as a sequendated
historicalevents ol aSR dzLl2y I &SljdzSy0S 2F WLKIA&AS 2F 200
Historic Period. All otthis additional information and the text of the final (LEVELSWAthesis

Reportwould then have become part of the (LEVELPBlication ArchiveAlthough the actual

form and presentation of individu#irchaeological Reporfsroduced during the latedht 1 Q& & 2
SIFNIe& mpynQa ¢2dAZ R KIFI @3S @I NASRTZ Yzaid ¢2dA R KI @S

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 &rtparticular area of study.

2 INTRODUCTIQNandMETHODOLOGYintended 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 histal development of the area along with the
resultsof any previous excavations.

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

3 DESCRIPTIONorINTERIM REPORTntended toprovide a description of both thstructural and
the stratigraphic evidence recorded on the site based upon a basic interpretati ok I 4 Sa 2 F
200dzLI G A2y Q 2 NinsrhigraphiSaderstarting With thelekrliedeposits, and
includingPlans, Section and occupationally photographs, as well as the locatspedific finds,
basically al(EVEL interpretation), or possibly dEVEL terpretation)if dating evidence was
integrated into the text.

This section could have been basqumbn an earlieinterim Report and may also have included
possible historic dates.

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

These artefacts and ecofacts would be divided into $jmefinds categories based upon their
material or mode of production, such as pottery, animal bone, human bone or coins. A separate
Finds Catalogugvould then be compiled for each category by the Finds Supervisor, along with a
short discussion section, drin certain circumstances3pecialist Finds Repasould be obtained
from an appropriate Finds Specialists.

5 INTERPRETATIQKbrSYNTHES]Sntended to provide aescriptive site interpretationvhich
attempts to reconstruct theeontemporary physical afironmentand the development odecline
of the entire area as a sequencedzted historical eventsand based upon all the dated
archaeological information and specific documentary evidebesically LEVEL 3
interpretation).

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

6 CONCLUSIONandRECOMMENDATIONS®)tended to highlight wider implications of tmeost
significant results of the excavation.

As these documents were alsdended for internal use within tharchaeological unithis section
may also have contained recommendations for improving archaeological excavation or recording
techniques.
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(The gradual inclusion of possilalates of depositionvithin the Description Semn 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 theDescription Sectioit 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 resuing Archaeological RepoX | @ (G KSy KI @Speér&feit Ry GBMNI/H X f el /S
archaeological unibefore being passed onto the publishers where it would have been externally

Weer reviews RParticipant Interviewd1: 24)and possibly edited, and on@y corrections or

additions had been made it would then receive a proposed publication date and would

eventually have become akrchaeological Publication

These changes reduced the overall sizAmmhaeological Reporend therefore reduced the
direct cost ofArchaeological Publicationand this solved some of the publication problems by
reducing the pressure oarchaeological journalwhile maintaining the academic obligation to
publish the results of archaeological excavations. However, theswels had focused upon the
more obvious problem ahcreasing publication costw/hile adding to the actual size pbst-
excavation projectsand this along with the growing number of mainly urlzaichaeological
projectssimply added to the more fundamenrtproblem of the eveincreasingpublication
backlog

Thepublication backlogherefore remained a problem because:

1 The amount and complexity of peskcavation work was increasing.

The preparation obrdered, indexed and internally consistefite Artiivesand Research Archige as well
as the preparation ofnterim Reportsand the commissioning of increasing numberSpécialist Finds
Reportsall contributed to the amount and complexity of pestcavation work, and thus the amount of
time and the pesonal commitment needed by the Site Director or Site Supervisor to compfeista
excavation project Sopost-excavation projectsvere becoming an arduous, time consuming and rather
daunting task for a single individual to undertgRarticipant Interviev 16: 48.00)

2 Site Directors and Site Supervisors remaining on site and stockait@xcavation projects

The growing number of mainly urbamchaeological projectsieant that experienced Site Directors or Site
Supervisors were increasingly required site(Participant Interviewl6: 21.30, 48.0Q)and this gave those
Site Directors or Site Supervisors the opportunity to delay the stgsbstexcavation projectgither
because they preferred to be working out on site rather than working on theiriovam office, or because
they were trying to avoid particularly difficult or complpgstexcavation projectsor simply because they
were stockpilecpost-excavation projectso ensure future employment. However, those same individuals
still wanted theacademic credifor the archaeological projecthey had directed or supervised, and post
excavation and publication was therefore still considered psraonal obligatiormand apersonal

opportunity which could both ensure future employment and provitsedemic credit(Participant
Interview10: 13- 14).
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3 Under funding of posexcavation work and pogroject management

It was generally accepted that unlike archaeological rescue excavation, archaeologieatqasition and
publication could be undertadn at any time, as it was dependent only upon the existing archaeological
records, so there was no great rush to stafiagstexcavation projectand once started there was no

agreed work schedule or completion dgfearticipant InterviewlO: 11- 12). Ths also applied to funding,

as it was considered that pesicavation work proceeded until the funding ran out, at which point the
postexcavation projectould simply stop and remain dormant until more funding became available, so the
entire process couldimply grind to a halt at any point and stay like that for years until someone took an
interest and found additional fund®articipant Interviewd8: 7 - 8; Participant Interviewi4: 23.30;

Participant Interviewl6: 48.00)

This all added to the growinsize, complexity and therefore the costpofstexcavation projects
YR o0& (KS S larbkbedlogicabynite@ra startihgft@become more selective about
whichpostexcavation projectsvere funded. However, this selectivity was frequently lahse
upon personal interests and personal priorities, and not upon either an establisball regional
or national research desigsr an overalproject designand this lack of focus simply added to the
project managemenproblems, and indirectly to thpublication backlog
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THE CONSOLIDATION OF PRESERVATIONBY RECORD ( The mid 19806s to | ate

In an attempt to address these more fundamental problems the Council for British Archaeology
and theDepartment of the Environmergstablished den personJoint Working Party in 1981
under the chairmanship of Professor Barry Cunliffe, and in September 1983 this Joint Working
Party produced 40 pagereport entitled The Publication of Archaeological Excavatievisich
0SOIYS gARSte 1y2eWlO® (KS W/ dzyt ATFS wSLJ

Cunliffe, Bet al. (1983)The Publication of Archaeological Excavatiodsrk: Council for British
Archaeology and thBepartment of the Environment

Unlike the Frere Report, the Cunliffe Report focused directly upon the cpsistéxcavation
projectsand the growth of thgublication backlogand started by defining what it saw as the
nature of the problem. This includehe growing number, size and complexityas€haeological
projects and the increase in the amount and quality of the aeflogical 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 bottoatered,

indexed and internally consistefite Archiveand anArchaeological Publicatipmand how the
resulting cost opostexcavation project& F R WaS@SNBfe& fAYAGSR (KS vy
Fdzy R TNBAK LINRP2S0OGAaAQ 6/ dzyt ATFS mMpyoY aSOlAzy Mo

The Cunliffe Report then stated that the reasons forghewth of thepublication backlognd
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 anthe excavation is completed.

2 Atendency 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 théhe solution to these problems was a
combination of archaeological archives an8ymthesis Reparalong with the simplification and
streamlining of thearchaeological processd a more rigorous selection process (Cunliffe 1983:
section 1.4). In an smpt to improve overalproject managementhe Cunliffe Report outlined

a basic excavation and peskcavation procedure, along with three stages of critical review and a
number of specific recommendations.

This procedure stated that dixcavation Reseetn Desigrshould be completed before the

archaeological projecttarted to establish clear research priorities and focus excavation upon
LINBRSFAYSR INBlFa 2F AyiuSNBad IyR WNBlFazyltote i
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,

lyR 2y RSSLIX & ai0N}OIAFASR aaidSa gKAOKDbeRSLIZAaAAUA ¢
A0NHZO1 0S8G6S8S8Sy 6KIG Aa SEOFSHGSR FyR 6KFG OFy |
2.4). ThestandardofeaA 1S NBO2NRAYy3I aK2dzZ R Ffa2 0SS AYLINEGS
eliminate the time and energy that might otherwise be neededaorect, rewrite, and interpret
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site records atthe pos§ E OF @ GA2y &Gl 38SQ 6/ dzyt AFFS mohpyoY &S0
staff should be employed to aid in this task.

The importance of preparing and preservingaadered, indexed and internalonsistentSite

Archivewas also stressed, as well as its ready availability, aSitei\rchivevould form the

basis for all futurgostexcavation research ¢ KAA& NBLISH GS Preserabiondy & A O  LIN.
recordd SaidlofAaKSR. Ay GKS CNBNBE wSLR2 NI

The Cunliffe Report then went on to redefipestexcavation researcimto three broad
categories:

Processing and Primary Reseayctvhich consisted of the preparation and preservation of archaeological
archives, as well as the preparation odgnthess Reportfor publication. (This was to be grant funded by
the Department of the Environmentvhich then passed the responsibility onto the newly fornkaaylish
Heritagein May 1983, an€CADWnN Wales in 1984 Historic Scotlandvas established in 1991).)

Secondary Resear¢chwhich 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-tenger
research projects, and was to be sepafgtfunded)

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 ffiéhis was also to form the
subject of longeterm research projects, and was to be separately fungled

The Cunliffe Report then recommended that after the preparation and preservation &ithe
Archivea PostExcavation Research Desgjrould be completed which would clearly distinguish
between the research needed to produce archaeological PublicatigiPrimary Researghand
wider research which was not essential to the direct description and interpretation of the site
(Secondary Researeimd Ancillary Researgh This effectively focusqmbst-excawation research
upon the minimum necessary to produce Archaeological Publicatipms well as providing a
mechanism by whichrchaeological unitsould establish and maintain specifasearch

priorities.

Once the likely outcome of theost-excavation reearchhad become apparent Broposal for
Publicationshould 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 Reporvould be produced, which would have been roughly the equivalent of an earlier
(LEVEL Il Y4s)terim Reports This reduced publication costs by ensuring that only the largest or
most significanarchaeological projectgroceeded to full publication, anithis was considered
acceptable as all of the detailed information was still available withirSites Archive If full
publication was justified then synthesisvould be produced, and this would form the basis for
the final Archaeological Publication

The Cunffe Report then went on to divide all archaeological documentation into two basic
categoriesPrimary Recordghich formed theSite ArchiveandProcessed Recoraghich were

all the archaeological records that were produced during the interpretation®8ite Archive

YR 6KAOK F2NNX¥SR WI 062R& 2F AYUSNNBSf Rasedeth NBaStk N
Archive Both theSite Archiveand theResearch Archivehould be carefully prepared and
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preserved, and should also be recorded on microfieita copies deposited in several different
locations.

The finalArchaeological Publicatiamould then be split into two separate parts:

A printedsynthesi2 NJ WNB L2 NI RAISaGQ 6KAOK g2dxd R faz O2yil Ay
politicalLINE OSaaSa AYyRAOIFIGSR o6& GKS | NOKIH)S @hisavauld O¢ tie NS O2 NR ¢
SummaryIntroductionand Interpretation Sectiorin a conventionaArchaeological Publication

The more detailed descriptions of the structural, artefaadtand environmental evidence derived from the
Research Archivevhich wouldbe available on microfiche (Cunliffe 1983: sectloh2). (This would be the
Description Sectioand theSpecialist Finds Repoiitsa conventionaArchaeological Publication

This would in effect halve both the size of thechaeological Publicaticand the publication
costs.

The Cunliffe Report also indicated that control over plublication backlogould be imposed by
withholdinggrant fundingfrom persistentiongterm offenders, defined as those who had two or
more archaeological projectahich still remained unpublished four years after completion
(Cunliffe 1983: section 4.4).

Although the Cunliffe Report attempted to simplify and streamlinedhshaeological procegsy

introducing standargroject managementechniques, this represented a radical change to what

was still considered as academic research, and was therefore something that did not necessarily

requiredproject management These changes also involved the ptetion of twoResearch

Designsaand aProposal for Publicatiowhich weremanagement documentthat did not directly

contribute to the final publication, and thoudixcavation Research Desigveye gradually

introduced to justifygrant funding many archaelogists considere@ostExcavation Research

Designsas a noressential distraction. Many of the recommendations put forward in the Cunliffe

Report were also underpinned by the use of microfiche to provide access to bo8itthArchive

and theResearctrchive however, producing documentation suitable for microfiche involved

considerable effort, including reriting original documentation, and though the use of

microfiche archives was attempted it proved to be entirely impractieatticipant Interviewd4:

28). The Cunliffe Report was acceptedEnglish Heritagebut was rejected by the Council for
NAGAAK ! NOKFS2f238Qa 2¢6y [/ 2dzyOAf > LI NIfe& 0SSOl d

section 2.3.3 and section 2.6.2), and though it had litddaeable effect at the time, it did form

the basis for all latepolicy documents

Postexcavation project therefore tended to continue as before, with individaathaeological
units developing their own specifigost-excavation techniqueand procedues intended to cope
with the increasing size and complexitypafstexcavation projectsso although the basic
structure of apost-excavation projectemained roughly the same, the actymstexcavation
methodologycontinued to change.
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Apost-excavatio projecttherefore still consisted of four basic stages (dégure 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 guantit
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 tBée Archivavas eventially checked by the Site
Director or Site Supervisor during the early stages of-pgesawvationParticipant Interviewd1:

7).

The minimum acceptable standard wasadered, indexed and internally consistesite Archive
which would then have been madaedely available for both critical examination and future
research, so if any obvious errors or omissions were identified dpoegexcavation checking
they would have been corrected. However, there was a fine line betwesectingthe original
archaelogical records to rectify obvious errors or omissions, @mhgingthe original
archaeological records, either to correspond to later interpretations, or to limit the number of
possiblealternative interpretations. Any less obvious errors may therefaree 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 theDocumentation Systasit would become impossible to tell where the
error may have occurred. This was particularly the case on large arbhaeological projects
which used theSingle Context Recording Systean this depended entirely upon overlaying
Single Context Plane establish thestratigraphic sequencevhich 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 Ruwnning Stratigraphic Matrix

CKA& | LILINRFOK ¢l & RSOSE2LISR Ay 2AyOKSaidiSNI Ay GKS

archaeological projedty completing theStratigraphic Matrion site during the excavation, and then using
this runningStratigraphidMatrix 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 simplsr grouping together small numbers of direatlated Contexts each of
which probably occurred as separate parts of a single acfarexample 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 peesented the construction of a specific wallhese directlyelated Contexts
(which were increasingly referred to &ratigraphic Unifswould then form a singl8tratigraphic Events
and the individualContextnumbers (orStratigraphic Unihumbers) vould be placed on the running
Stratigraphic Matriin their appropriatestratigraphic sequenceithin a singleStratigraphic Everthox.

This in effect created a two stage process in which the relatively sicopleecutivesequential
relationships within étratigraphic Evenwvould be established first, and then th&tratigraphic Event
would be considered as a single action and the more difficult sequential relationships between individual
Stratigraphic Eventaould be established by specific observatiamssite, thus lessening the overall
number of variables and so making it far easier to construct and maintain a rugtriaigraphic Matrix
during the excavatioffParticipant Interview 199.3Q 67.30. The runningstratigraphic Matrixcould then
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be usal both as the main method of eardinating 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 thatratigraphic sequete against which all other archaeological

documentation could then be checked, thus eventually producingrdered, indexed and internally
consistentSite Archive

A PostExcavation Stratigraphic Matrix

The opposite approach involved undertaking sorasib checking on site, but then going through the

entire Site Archivet the same time as producing tt&tratigraphic Matrixat the start of postexcavation.

This was frequently the result of a natural tendency to put off difficult decisions until Eterapplied to

both Site Directors and Site Supervisors, as well as some site staff who knew that once the excavation had
FAYAAKSR Ffft GKSANI I NOKIS2t23A0Ft NBO2NRAYy3I ¢g2dzZ R 0685
archaeological records produced on ditgd not been completed to an adequate standard then the

resulting inconsistencies in tigite Archivavould make it very difficult to construct@tratigraphic Matrix

during postexcavation, and many of the problems that were experienced withMlagrix Sytem (Harris,

Brown and Brown 1993:-719) where actually the result of poor archaeological recording. This

occasionally led to a complete reversal of the process, and instead of usiSgt¢h&rchiveand the

Stratigraphic Matrixo produce an interprettion, the interpretation would be established first and then a
Stratigraphic Matrixvould be constructed to depict that interpretation, and finathe original

archaeological records would ladtered orchangedo fit the Stratigraphic Matrixwhich redly made the

entire process pointless.

Although there may have been difficulties in producirgteatigraphic Matrixonce completed it

did representall of the Stratigraphic Unitaindall of the sequential relationships observed on site
in an establishedtratigraphic sequencen a single diagram, and was therefore used as the basis
for the rest of the archaeological interpretation.

The next part of thgpost-excavation processas to use theStratigraphic Matrixo identify

AYRA@GARdIZ f YDLIKSAGISKEA y2 T KI-SO (i stafigiaghic skqenigahdsaBaino & (1 K S
the way this was done and the terminology used varied not only between different

archaeological unitsut also between different individual Site Directors or Site Supervisors. In

generd Ay GKS S| NIWinclieger Ar¢héeologidey Uné@ded io gr&up small

numbers of closely relateBtratigraphic Events y (i 2 A YPRakedbkoR@zl $ I @K 2 F 6 KA OK
g2dzf R NBLINBaSyd | aiay3atsS WLIRartEdBNt Bi@rvievAX A€ I NJ | Ol A
69.30. Thesd’hase Groupwould then be roughly defined and colour coded based upon the

wierlsS 2F FOUABAGE QS F2N SEI Y LRaSicipar2 lgtenieNdaO i A 2 y 5 2
69.40. However, the Museum of LondoRdpartnent of Urban Archaeologyand theYork

Archaeological Trusended to produce poséexcavationStratigraphic Matrixebased upon

individualContextg ' yR 6& GKS YAR G2 tF3S mopynQa d(GKSe& Kl
process, the first part of which inlwed the formation of individugbubGroups,ContextSeiesor

ContextSes from a number of closely relate@ontexts(Participant Interviewi3: 19.30)(roughly

the equivalent ofStratigraphic Evenidut produced during postéxcavatiorfrom Plans and

Sedions, and not from direct observations made on kité number oBubGroupsor Context

Seriesalong with individuaContextss 2 dzf R G KSy o6S | YI f BloopQi SR Ay id2 A
(roughly the equivalent dPhase Groupseach of which was intended to forandiscussion point

within the final interpretation (Pearson and Williams 19%3rticipant Interviewd7: 28- 31,

Participant Interviewi4: 7.30) Although these methods of producifiase Groupsr Groups

were roughly the same process, tiiénchester Achaeological Unisystem 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 define&tratigraphic Matrix

To further simplify the interpretation process a separBtease Matx may then have been

produced, which would have consisted of all the individRishse Groupsr Groupsidentified

during the initial stage of interpretation within the sams@atigraphic sequenc@Participant

Interview13; 22.30; Participant Interviewi4: 7.30) This would enable the Site Director or Site

Supervisor to visualise and manipulate the possible interpretation by adjusting the vertical

position of individuaPhase Groupsr Groupson thePPhase Matrixvithin the limits of the

sequential relatbnships established on site during the course of the excavéRarticipant

Interview14: 10.00) Thigphasingprocess would then have been used to identify and link

individual sequences of activity, and may be defined as establishing the order insphbicific

activities were most likely to have occurred within relative ti(Rarticipant Interviewl4: 11.00)

As theWinchester Archaeological UmlefinedPhase Groups & RA FFSNByYy G wieLlSa 27
Directors or Site Supervisors tended to lookldoth similar types of activity which may have

occurred in different areas of the site at roughly the same time (horiz@Masing, and natural
Wyclesofactivit Ay @KAOK LIKIFasSa 2F O2yadNHzGA2y | OGA DA
activity,and then by phases of destruction activity or abandonm@rticipant Interview 19

70.10® @ 221 AcycBROfBE@WNR A ¥ I dIdAT § Ky LI2adairotsS (2 0:
anomalies which may have required additional explanation, and deduce itieese 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 destiant All possible phases of occupation either

direct or indirect would then have been indicated along the right hand side dPbiase Matrix
TheDepartment of Urban Archaeologynd theYork Archaeological Trudid not define

individualGroupsand insead developed a more abstraghasingprocess which involved

identifying the longest possible sequence of directly relaBdups This would then become the

WLINR Y I NB NP dRhaSeMaiiiamNRharnsébsidiaiy Soutes would be attached at

specifoO Wy 2RI f LRAY(I1aQI gKAOK gSNB ALISOAFTAO LKI asSa
site (Pearson and Williams 1993).

Once thephasinghad established the order in which specific activities may have occurred then
this sequence of activities woulthve been checked by considering ttentemporary physical
environmentthat had been created and identifying specific areas of the site where particular
activities may have occurred. Thningprocess would then have been used to identify
AYRAOGNRKHA f 2% OGABAGREQY YR YIFe 0S RSTAYSR a S
contemporary ground surface and the physical locations in which specific activities occurred
within relative time. Each individuBhase Groupr Groupmay have formed afir 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 relatirae it would then have been possible to
eliminate any logical errors within thghasing 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 possibngider 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
[ 2YR2Yy Ay (KS Y Ddpartiedt offUrban3\rchaenlogyally etickvated a

series of separate prdemolition 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 witpostdemolition trenches and trenches from earlier excavations the
Department of Urban Archaeologleveloped a system of schematiand Use Diagramghich

were intended to depict changes in activity in different areas of the entire site (the different
individual trenches) over timéParticipant Interviewi4: 7.00, 11.3Q) TheWinchester

Archaeological Unitisually excavate large open area sites, and so tended to prodhiocatposite
Phase Planat the end of the interpretation process to depict general chemin activity in

different areas of the site over tim@articipant Interview 1972.00. These€Composite Phase
Planswere usually based upon individual phases of occupation, thus showing the contemporary
ground surface before and after relatively shphases of construction or destruction.

ThePhase Matrixvould therefore have been used to first eliminate impossible interpretations

which did not conform to the originalratigraphic sequengeand then as a means of identifying

and testing possible alteative interpretations of the samstratigraphic sequenceand once

completed and checked it would also depict a specific interpretation. To document and explain

this specific interpretation each individughase Groupr Groupwould also have received a

written free text description completed by the Site Director or Site Supervisor. This could be

done either on separatPhase Grou@heets which were used to both document the

interpretation process and record the interpretation, which was the approaaehwas

occasionally adopted by th&/inchester Archaeological Unir as free textsroup Discussions

used to describe individu&@roups which was the approach adopted by tbepartment of

Urban Archaeologgnd theYork Archaeological TrusAdditionalinter-Group Discussionsay

also have been used to describe either the transition between sp&iiopg 2 NJ 8 LISOAFA O WL
2T 200dzLI ( Graug PearsbriiaadSMBIjams 1993). Over time all of these free text

descriptions became known as eitiehase Group Descriptiors Group Tex{Participant

Interview14: 19.30) The final possible interpretation would then be constructed from these free

GSEG RSAONRLIIA2Yy&as LINBaSyaGdSR a | ydzvoSNI 2F 02y
with the earliest deposits.

The Site Director or Site Supervisor may also have produced some famtaroh Reportwhich

summarised the possible interpretation as a structured form of free text description, starting

GAGK GKS SINIASal HNetelKio theSadea o ékcavatibi. ATREREENQ | YR NB A
Reportswould have acted as a guide to the possible interpretation of the stratigraphic evidence,

and would have also marked a point where fist-excavation projectould come to a

temporary halt and therbe resumed without too much loss of momentum. Finally, all of this

additional documentation would then have formed the first part of tResearch Archive

Although a large number of different methods were used to produce possible interpretations

many ofthese were developed by individual archaeologists working on sppoiteexcavation

projects and were then never passed on to others, particularly if the project remained

unpublished. Some attempts were made to structure and standardiseegastvationwithin

Archaeological Unitso that interpretations from differenarchaeological projectsould be

directly comparedParticipant Interviewl3: 3.30) and theDepartment of Urban Archaeology

even attempt to produce a posixcavation manual inthe mid 19808 > K2 g S@SNE G KA & LA
far too controversial and no consensus could be established (Spence 1993),-saqaosition

remained an unstructured individual activity.
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STAGE 2 Identifying the finds and producirgpecialist Finds Reports

All artefads and ecofacts recovered from the site would have been process&dratigraphic

Unit (these individual collections of artefacts and ecofacts were increasingly referred to as
individualStratigraphic Assemblage and then divided into specific categaibased 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

Mpy nQa Y2ad 2F G§KS I Obedr dbne Bylay dpgropiiaté Fifids Spaciliste 2 dzf R
(Participant Interviewdl: 6- 7).

The main Finds Specialists, such as pottery specialists or animal bone specialists would have been
members of theFinds Departmenand would have developed specific locablhedge

(Participant Interviewd 6: 20.30) However, the rest of the increasing numbeiSplecialist Finds
Repors were undertaken by external Finds Specialists who were possibly employed either by
other larger archaeological units, or by universities aiseumg(Participant Interview)1: 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 complepyondlist Finds
Report which include notmly the standard=inds Catalogueslong with a more detailed

discussion section and bracketddtes of manufacturebut also far more detailed analysis and
descriptions of specific objects intended primarily for other Finds Specialists, and this inorease i
the size and complexity &pecialist Finds Reperted 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 thatitbet link to specific
archaeological excavations was gradually lost, @pecialist Finds Repsnivere therefore
increasingly written by Finds Specialists primarily for other Finds Specialists, and concentrated
upon the finds as specific objects seetismlation. Once this gradual change in emphasis had
become widely accepted theBpecialist Finds Repsrtould themselves be produced in isolation
with only a limited knowledge of the site, and without having to consider either the physical
contextwithin which individual artefacts or ecofacts had been found or the rest of the
Stratigraphic Assemblage

Regardless of the number, size or exact purpose ofihecialist Finds Repsrbnce they had
been completed they would have been added to Research Ahive although some of the
externalSpecialist Finds Repsrinay have gone directly into tiublication Archivand
eventually into the final publication.

78|Page



THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICEK@AFATION WITHIN BRITISH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY

STAGE 3 Integrating theSpecialist Finds Repomtsth the possible interpretation.

Once all theSpecialist Finds Repotisad 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 assagebevidence
recovered from each individu&itratigraphic Units It would then have been possible to integrate
this information into the possible interpretation, and attempt to establish possiakes of
deposition

The methodology for dating archaegjical deposits still varied, however, most depended upon

initially establishing a bracketed set of possittétes of depositiorior individualStratigraphic

Unitsd CKAA ¢2dd R KI S 0SSy R2yS o0& GKS aaidsS CAyR
Sratigraphic Unitsand then passing these onto the Site Director or Site Supervisor who would

place them within thestratigraphic sequencand then adjust them in an attempt to identify and

lessen the effects of possible intrusive or residual contamingfarticipant Interviewi4:

18.00y l'yed SNNBNAR 2NJ Fy2YIFItASa Ay (GKS waLrRd REFGA
combining possibleates of depositiorto produce possible dates for individuRlhase Groupsr

Groupson the Phase MatriXParticipantinterview14: 18.30¥p 'y Sc¢obréled/ i 2F W
uncertainyQ g 2dzZ R GKSy KIF @S 06SSy Rhase NBtiddinSaRcald @ LI | OA -
date frameworkconsisting of a number of consecutidéstoric Periodslated either by

centenary, such as 14th15th centenary, or by specific historic dates, such as Late Medieval

1380 ALx; 1485 AD, thus eventually producing a fully daRetiods Matrixvhich would both

describe and depict the possible interpretation (Harris 1989: figure 48 and figure 63; see also

Harris, Brown and Brown 199articipant Interviewi4: 19.00.

LF {AGS S5ANBOG2NE 2NJ { A0S {dzZJISNBAA2NE KIFR G2 LN
an obvious temptation to simplify this lengthy linear dating process either by producing a

bracketed set of possibldates of depositiodor individualPhase Groupsr Groupsdirectly from

the dates of manufactur@rovided by theSpecialist Finds Repoyisr by completely reversing the

process and placing individuahase Groupsr Groupsin the desiredHistoric Periocand 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 cout@tcome an almost perfect circular interpretation in which the

identification of contamination would depend on tldates of depositionand thedates of

depositionwould depend upon the identification of contaminatigBarticipant Interview 19

72.49. Inthese circumstances it was therefore perfectly possible and indeed much simpler for a

{A0S 5ANBOG2NI 2N {top donQ{ dzILIEINIE A DKNIG22 | INDKIIE 21 2B A C
involved making some form of educated guess atdhtes of depositionwithin the limits

provided by thestratigraphic sequencand then presenting only the assemblage evidence which

supported that particular interpretation.

CKA&d O2dzZ R tSFR (G2 (GKS WOdzZ GdaNIF £ RFEGAY3IQ 2F | NO
SiteSupervisor would consider both the stratigraphic and assemblage evidence as material

Odzf GdzNBx FyR GKSYy YI1Sa Fy | aasSaay NG A25FK QD d2f ND dzN
WG I FAYQd | F@Ay3 R2y$S (KA& uldtndtackiple 5 A NBOG 2
determined historic dates to the archaeological evidence based upon this interpretation of

Odzft G dzNI £ A RSy (A i SBatishARKv HFna ! U590 NT MEax 2RROAEY 20 y 3 f 2
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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 vihin the archaeological evidence recovered from the excavation, or cultural

change may not have occurred at the gfetermined dates within the specific area of the

SEOI @Gl A2y d ¢KS dzaS 27F Odzf (dz2N> £ RI Gbyy3d O2dzZ R
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 datd@keriods Matrixhe Sie Director or Site Supervisor would then
have prepared &Summary ReportCunliffe 1983: section 4.3), which would have been roughly
the equivalent of an earlier (LEVEL llIidtgrim Report TheseSummary Reportwould act as a
detailed dated descriptionf the possible interpretation done tistoric Periochind sequence,
starting with the earliest individud@hase Groupsr Groupsand restricted to the area of
excavation. Th&ummary Report&ould then have been added to tliResearch Archive
however, @ these reports were not intended for publication they would not have received any
F 2 Npeez révieWld ¢ KA OK LINE @ A &&IBmid-qyalityscorfobsdysd repedent a
secondary level of less reliable archaeological reports.

Either before or aér the completion of theSummary Repoi decision would have been taken
upon whether the results of tharchaeological projeqgustified proceeding to full publication,

and this may or may not have involved the preparation of a sepd&tetposal for Puiation

(Cunliffe 1983: section 3.7), usually depending upon whether additional funds were required. If
the decision was takenot to proceed to full publication then the completion of tisaimmary
Reportand the preparation and preservation of ardered,indexed and internally consistent
Research Archiweould mark the end of tharchaeological projectand this was considered as

an acceptable alternative to full publication as all of the detailed information would still have
been available for future resrch within theSite Archive

(In London &ummary Repoitpossibly with only limited finds information) would have been
referred to as amirchive Reportand for smaller archaeological projects all pestavation work
would come to an end at this pointThe idea was that @bmepointin the future a number of
Archive Reportfrom the same small geographical location would be grouped together to form a
single integrated interpretation and a higher leyethaeological Publicatianf the whole area,
although in areas covered by the Museum of Londdegartment of Greater London
Archaeology (the DGLA a number of thesérchive Reportsvere submitted toocal or regional
archaeological journafer possible publicationParticipant Interviewi4: 23.00) Interestingly,
the fascicle publication systemsed by theYork Archaeological Trustas developegartly
because theSpecialist Finds Reponigere completed beforéhe stratigraphic interpretation, and
the Archive Reporsystem used by the Museum of Lardwas developed partly because the
stratigraphic interpretation was completed before tBpecialist Finds Reponts
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STAGE 4 The completion of &ynthesis Repart

If the decision to proceed to publication had been taken then the Site Director orupieev&or

would then compile thesynthesis Repoftom existing information, and produce the written text

for the centralinterpretation Section This would have beendescriptivemid-level site
interpretationwhich attempted to reconstruct theontempomry physical environmerand the
development or decline of the area as a sequenceéatéd historical eventshased upon a

sequence oPhase Groupsr Groupsin Historic Period. This interpretation would probably have
covered the general area of the exedion, 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 fingbynthesis Repowould then have become part of the
Publication Archive Although the actual form and presentation of individéaithaeological
ReportstINE RdzOSR RdzZNAy3I GKS YAR (2 1G4S mdpynQa ¢2dz F
the same basic structure:

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

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

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

3 DESCRIPTIQNorSUMMARY REPORTtended to provide a description of both ts&uctural
and the straigraphic evidence recorded on the site based upon a dated archaeological
interpretation of Phase Groupsr Groupsin sequencestarting with the earliest deposits, and
including Plans, Section and occupationally photographs, as well as the locationit€ $els,
basically al(EVEL interpretation) with the dating evidence integrated into the text.

This section could have been based upon an edslisnmary Reportwith the explanation of how
this particular description was arrived at contained in Research Archive

4 FINDS REPORTIi&tended 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 modeof production, such as pottery, animal bone, human bone or coins etc, and a
Specialist Finds Repamould be obtained from an appropriate Finds Specialists.

5 INTERPRETATIQKbrSYNTHES)Sntended to provide aescriptive site interpretationvhich
attempts to reconstruct theeontemporary physical environmeand the development odecline
of the entire area as a sequencedzted historical eventsand based upon all the dated
archaeological information and specific documentary evidebesically LB/EL 3
interpretation).

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

6 CONCLUSIONandRECOMMENDATIONS®)tended to highlight wider implications of tmeost
significant results othe excavation.

As these documents were also intended for internal use withinattehaeological unithis section
may also have contained recommendations for improving archaeological excavation or recording
techniques, or the running or management of laaeological projects.
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The resultingArchaeological Repovtould then have been passed on to the publishers where it

g2dt R KlpgeSrevieB RO Wy R LR aarAofe SRAGSRT FyR 2yO08 |

been made it would then receive a proposaublication 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 Publicationghey did add to the size and complexity and therefthe cost of
post-excavation projects This was partly due to the increasing numbegpécialist Finds
Reportsbeing undertaken, however, it was mainly due to the additional time needed to prepare
both the Site Archiveand theResearch Archivearticdarly on large urbamarchaeological

projects This additional time also meant an additional personal commitment by the Site Director
or Site Supervisor in order to complete thestexcavation projegtand some Site Directors or

Site Supervisors may thdoge have become reluctant to start largest-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-prstvation projects left

unfinished following the relatively sudden end of thlanpower Services Commission schemes
many of which then had to compete for limitggant funding(ParticipantinterviewQ1: 5, 22;
Participant Interviewd5: 31- 32; Participant Interviewd6: 8- 9, 14; Participant Interviewd0; 12

- 13; Participant Interviewl6: 19.30)) Certain problematipostexcavation projectgherefore

never got started or were permageli £ @ Of | A& A TA SR postexét2aior @rdjeytd Q >
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 talt, 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 finisheglostexcavation projectsas well as theverincreasing

publication backlogParticipant Interviewd8: 7 - 14).

The introduction oproject managemenpractices was intended to address some of these
problems by focusing research upon the production ofachaeological Publicatipmowever,
with some notable exception®articipant Interviewd8: 12; Participant Interviewd9: 9- 12)the
completion ofmanagement document&as widely seen as an additional level of unnecessary
bureaucracy which did not directly contribute to the end result, untfssourse it was necessary
to justify additionalgrant funding The most significant change was therefore the introduction
of, or more accurately the acceptance of selecthrehaeological Publicatiomvhich although it
may have appeared to be an obviaution to publication problems, actually weakened the
personal obligationo 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 &blication but then ended up with an unpublished sBammary Repomvhich

by F
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academic credijtthus also lessening the importanceamfademic credias a motivatindactor.
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The decision to proceed to full publication had originally been intended to prevent the

LJzo f AOIF GA2Y 2F &AA0S& 2F WYAY2NI AYLRNIFIYyOSQX K246
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been introduced fulArchaeological Publicaticzould easily become the exception and site

Summary Reportsecome the rule. These siBummary Reporthen became the origins of

unpublished archaeologictd I NB & { ApdrtS hidd WweteNaBlyacadd@nically acceptable

because of the availability of both andered, indexed and internally consiste®ite Archiveand

anordered, indexed and internally consisteRésearch Archive
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2 THE PRIVATISATION OF PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY

This was the situation up untlanuaryl989 when a team of archaeologists from the Museum of

London Department of Greater London Archaeolg@outhwark and Lambeth)nf/self

includedd dzy O2 9SNBR { KI{1SaLISINBQa wa@ShamésSustioNE 2y { k
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 lan McKellen and the local MP Simon Hugbes, wh
arranged fora number ofquestiorsto be asked in the House of Commdhkansard 1989a

Hansard 1989b; Hansard 1@8%ansard 1989. However, the developers had already
receivedplanning permissiofor a multi million pound office block on the sitad if the

substantial and clearly visible structure of the Elizabethan theatre was to be presesaed
scheduledancientmonumentand put on public display then the developers would have had to
have been compensated by the government to the tune of atbfid million (which was what we
gSNBE (2fR G GKS GAYSI 2N wO2yaSHEWlshiHeds®e ¢ SadAy
(Wainwright 1989: 43R or £5 to £25 million pounds according to Jean Wilson (Wilson 1995:
162)), and that was something thilicholas Ridley MP the then Secretary of State for the
Environment was reluctant to dqThere is some indication that part of the cost of

compensation would havpotentially been taken from the English Heritage budget (Aitchison
2012: 58), which may exgh English Heritage's reluctance to recommend that the Rose Theatre
site should be scheduled as an ancient monunfétansard 1989b).There were large public
protests which included a number of eminent Shakespearean aatatan altnight vigil outside

the site onl4th - 15th May prior to building workstartingon the siteat 6.00am orMonday15th

May (see alsohttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fMadA49qRk#nd
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fb2G6ioVD2ccessed 201p)and in consequence a lot

of national and internationatelevision coverage which presentdite Museum of London
archaeologists in a good light, and the develodérsy Merchant Developers PL&)dthe then
Conservative governmeim a bad light. Finallyollowing two House of Commons debates on
15th May (Hansard 1989 and15th June (Hansard 198fan unsatisfactory form of compromise
solution was found whereby th@ A G S ¢ 2 dzf R inaitQ YL NBAEASMNS RO dzZNA SR A Y
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
addtional work was eventually undertaken by tBmglish Heritagiinded 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 éffegtively privatised
professional archaeology.

This was done by encouragidgveloper funding and competitive tenderifgr archaeological

projects. Under this new privatised system the developer would have to fund all future

archaeological excavationsowever, the developer could ask for competitive tendeosif a

Yy dzY o SNJ 2 T aothedkdfcal argadisatibs | YR GKSYy | éFNR GKS O2y N
they liked regardless of their original area of operation. The developer would also be allowed to

pdzii T 2 NitigadR stlateg®> G KA OK gl a AYyGdSyRSR (2 LINBASNBS
archaeological stratigraphy as possibiesitu(following the example of the Rose Theatre

excavation), thus removing the need for any archaeological excavation.
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The initial reaction of mosirchaeological unitto this new policy was to refuse to bid for sites
outside their traditional areas. However, somehaeological unitsnotably theOxford
Archaeological Unitwere prepared to undertake work outside Oxfshite, and in fact they
completed ararchaeological sitén Southwark while the Rose Theatre site was still being
excavated (possibly to prove a political point). Over the next few yeai®xferd Archaeological
Unit were to turn up in a number of unexpted 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 eRtiieing
Policy Guidance 18&rchaeology and Planning November 990, and which became widely
known as PPGL16.

Department of the Environment (199®lanning Policy Guidance:¥&chaeology and Planning-ondon:
Department of the Environment

This superseded most of thncient Monuments and Archaeological Areas1®#9 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 strengtheninpdsition of archaeological excavation

as it placed archaeological considerations firmly withingtening processand 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 stge in a longer process (Jones 1991). However, this document was a direct
response to the problems that the Rose Theatre excavation had created fotHmtgovernment
andthe developers, and the general recommendations it put forward were baped 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 ypofessional archaeology

in Britain, and has led to a vast increase in the quantigrofiaeological excavations, and a slow

but steady decline in the quality of archaeological excavations.

To understand the reason for this decline it is hecessary to examine the two main themes of this

ySé LINR @I (dededer funding anf dompeie tendering) Y R WLINSEIINIIF G A 2y
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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 existecksihe start of professional

I NOKF S2f 2383 K2gSOSNE (GKSAS WalLRyazNEKALIQ I NNy
intended to ease the construction process and lessen the effects of unfavourable publicity

(Participant Interviewd5: 12- 20; Participan Interview09: 7-9). In normal circumstances

planning condition®nly specified that the developers should provide access to the site and time

for an archaeological excavation to take place, and with limgt@eht fundingavailable

(particularly folloving the end of theMlanpower Services Commission schetheg (G KS €t I S wmay
the burden of funding archaeological excavations could fall upon local or regional councils, who

either directly or indirectly helped maintain local or regioaethaeological unit This was

something that councils were keen to av@iitchison 2012: 5761), and one possible solution to

this problem was for locallanning department$o use European environmental regulation

00FaSR dzLl2y (G(KS WLRf f dzih® Nddind of aichaedithichl@icavatibr@ o G2 |

¢ KS WLt f dzi SRR wals Brst deldPey a8 & bdkiSi@ endironmental policy by the

ho9/5 FYyR 9! Ay GKS SINIeé& mMptrnQas FyR Al F2N)SR
Program (19731976). Archaeology was first included within this regulatory structure in 1985 in

the European Impact Assessme@buncil Directivé85/337/EEC), where tucked away in Annex

lll, section 3 it states that developers must provide at their own expense:

W1 cRpBoh 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 archaeolodiegitage, landscape and the inter

relationshipd St ¢SSy G(KS +1623S T OG2NRER®Q

(Council of the European Communities, Council Directive 85/337/EEC: Ansectibh3)

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$o put pressure on developers to extend environmental impact
expenditure to also cover the destruction of archaeological stratigraphy anflititéng of
archaeological excavations, even if the developers were still reluctant togosieexcavation
projects

Once the principle of direacteveloper fundingf archaeological excavations had been introduced

it then became obvious that the locaichaeological unitvould 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 archaeologicbunits (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.

Wra FENIFAE L gla gl NBX GKS FANRG Ayd@dlyoS 2F 02
Berkshire in 1988. News of the contract won and the lost tender broke at the IFA Conference and

many were expecting a punalp between the two Unit Directors involved. The fight never took

place, and they and their Units have competed aneperateR 2y Yl yeé 200l aA2ya aary

(Chadwick irswain 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 birtist for Wessex
Archaeologyn spring 1986, and then completed as an archaeological excavation iyxfoed
Archaeological Unih 1987 and 1988.

W ¢ Kr@st for Wessex Archaeoloyli SNNRA G2 NAFf Y2y 2L)R2feQ KIR 06SSy 6N
earlier when a gravel company employed B&fad Archaeological Un{without a tender and on

the basis that they used the OAU on their gravel site in Oxfordshire) to undertadeahration on

a planning application site at Brimpton. At Reading Business Park, the developer [Prudential

Property Invesnent Managers Ltd.] was new to archaeology and he just presumed that he could

employ who he wished to undertake the waglas long as it was to a standard acceptable to the

County and Borough Councils.

(Paul Chadwick, pers. comr2Q14 (formerCounty Arbaeologistfor Berkshire))

Thecompetitive tendering systerthat developed was therefore based upon similar-sub

contracted construction contracts, with the developer asking for competitive tenders based on
WFAESR 0240 0ARAaQ Tanmedlodical grgaiisatRyidid thadn awedvid el A y 3
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 effectivenasshafeological

units, who woud then be more responsive to the needs of the client, without defining who that

client was, the developers dne local community and future generationgn reality, for a

relatively small and limited cost all the risk of an unexpected archaeologicalvdiy had been

taken off the developers and had been passed ontoatehaeological unitsvho had to put in

WFAESR 0240 0ARAQ 6AGK2dzi 1y26Aiy3 SEIFIOGte 6KI G

Although this was in line with the then Conservative government's poficutting back on

Ldzo f A O SELISYRAGdAZNE I YR (i @eSelopsNidinding @rd dompeliti@ey’ 2 ¥ LJdzo
tenderingQ 6+ a y20 RANBOGf& YSYGA2y SR gdevelkgey tt Dwmc X
fundingQ G fSFald KIFEIR 0SO0ZY S dtdyipedtiElehrerin® 3 KIS& &XK Ofi A O
being resisted. (The legal requirement for developers to fund archaeological excavations based

dzLR2y G KS WLRf fdziSNJ LI &8ad LINAYOALX SQ gt a FAyLFffe
European Conventioon the Protection of the Archaeological Heritagkso known as the

Wl fESEGIQ /2y @SYydAz2y DO
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THE CONSEQUENCE OF COMPETITIVE TENDERING

The initial reaction t@ompetitive tenderindoy mostarchaeological unit&/as to continue as
before and not to put irbids for projects outside their traditional areas. The majority of
archaeologists also tried to continue with the prempetitive tenderingvorking culture of
providing a public service to the local communifowever, other individuals recognised thd fu
implications ofcompetitive tenderingand acted accordingly.

Among the first of these was th@xford Archaeological Uniivho 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 locarchaeological unit (TheOxford Archaelogical UnitNewsletters 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 Londomttps:/library.thehumanjourney.net/view/year/(accessed 20143ee
particularly December 1990, page 28).) Once one or ramreaeological unite/ere putting in

bids in this way then the remainiragchaeological unitdad to do the same to survive, aniig
coupled with cutbacks igrant fundingmadecompetitive tenderingnevitable.

A number of individualalso realised that developers would be willing to pay to minimising the
cost ofarchaeological mjects and theyset themselves up as independearchaeological

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
asGifford and PartnerOve Arup and Partneend CgMs Consultinglso started to employ
archaeologists to offer a complete service to both their civil enginerdsiae developers.

The role of thesarchaeological consultantgas to represent the developers interests, manage
and negotiate with various authorities on the developers behalf, and so minimise the overall
costs for the developers. Theyesented the Ree Theatre excavation to developers as the
nightmare scenario, and something archaeological consultambuld prevent. Speaking at a
one-day seminar held in dMd on 10th December 1992, Timothy Strickland the director of Gifford
Archaeological Servicegstribed the position adrchaeological consultants thus:

WL &adzllll2asS GKIFG GKS FANRG FYR Y2ad 200A2dza SELX |
FNOKFS2t238 a | GKNBFG G2 GKSANI a0KSYSRQKWYR 2062
Our clients wish therefore to see that it is professionally and effectively controlled on their behalf,

Ff2y3a gAGK Fff GKS 20KSNJ O2yOSNyaoQ

(Strickland 1993: 18)

So in effecarchaeological consultansitioned themselves between the developer ahd
archaeologists and controlled the flow of information, they also saw the developer as the client

and acted accordingly By O2 y i NBf t Ay3Q GKS I NOKIS2f23A0Ft S
primarily byencouraging competition betweearchaeologicabrganisation® I 8 SR 2y WTAE
0ARaQ

EOF
SR
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Around this time there was also considerable discussion about the regulation of the system, and
the establishment and maintenance of appropriateademicstandards. The general impression
appears to have beerat the precompetitive tenderingvorking culturewould continue, and

that archaeologists would regulate themselves, because they were all professional
archaeologists.

We¢KS LINBaadzaNBa NB y2g¢ adzOK GKFG WQprdspe2 AQ dzy A G az
RSOSt2LISN) £ SG R2gy o0& KAAa I NOKIFS2ft23Arada gAatt y2
units to prospective developers; English Heritage will presumably not-gidriheir work; the

profession (through the IFA or simple pgaed 8 dzZNB 0 oAt 2aGNI OA&aS GKSY®DQ

(Buteux 1991: 17)

A large number of interested organisations were consultedugh it appears that many
archaeologists were in two minds abargmpetitive tenderingand did not wish to express an
opinion (Swain 1991)Thisinevitably led to a fragmented and an uncoordinated response to the
introduction ofcompetitive tendering

Although it is a little difficult to work out the precise sequence of events, it appearsahglish
Heritagepassed on the duty of establishiagademicstandards to the Institute of Field
Archaeologiststlie IFA set up in 198p whoproduced aCode of Approved Practice for the
Regulation of Contractual Arrangements in Field Archae@Mtiyiams 1991: 35). The
responsibility for enforcing thesacademicstandards then appears to have been passed onto
City or County Archaeologssat a regional levéChadwicki991: 55). However, their workload
soon grew, and this responsibility was eventually passed down toAschheological Monitors
(initiallk  OF f f SR W/ dzN» 62 NARQ T2 NJ a2 Yeannmgdpglicagomas 6 K2 K R
part of the locabrchaeological unitsand who were then moved to work for the logdanning
authority (Williams 1991: 34see alsoWainwright 1997. They werentended to monitor
planning applicationand ensure thaplanning conditionsvere met, as well as enfor@cademic
standards by providing the developers with a list of locally appr@areldaeological organisations
who would act as archaeological contraxs, and anyrchaeological organisatiomhich did not
meet the appropriateacademicstandards would be removed from the list.

While national bodies were discussing regulation and standards, events were being superseded
by individuals who were establislgrihe actual market on the groundiccording to the

proposed regulations developers were supposed to appaiohaeological organisatiorfiiom

0KS Wl LILINREGPSR 02y (NI OiehdEolodical ManbrdioikRef] so0RE R 0
developerssoonstdli SR (12 A3JIy2NB GKS f20Ff Wl LILINROSR
archaeological organisationghich they had worked with in other parts of the countand this

was particularly true on large projects where a numbeamhaeological organisatioimsad

areadyl OKA S@SR WLINBETSNNBR O2ydNI OGt2NDR &adlddza 6A0K
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tried to enforce standards by listing acceptable organisatianswhen 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, tendedtobg/acS 2 F (G KS FANRG (KAy3Ia gKAOK ¢Syl

(Steve Roskams, pers. com2015 (lecturer, Department of Archaeology, University of York))

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

WeKS aidl yRIFENRa | NB NBI Afchaeokdikdl Manioisdnil tBe cOrdting (G 2 NB @G
are on the whole the archaeologists employed by local authorities. Now, if standards have

R N2 LJLIS Rausekhi brigfithe ®/SI(Written Scheme of Investigatigfwhich are given to

contractors[the competing archaeological organisatgare not sufficiently thoughti K N2 dz3 K & Q

(Wainwright 1997: »

Unfortunately, this approach failed to acknowledge thatith is a difference between setting

standards andbeing able teenforce standardsand the localW | LILINE @S R  Owagthevd Ol 2 NA f
primary means that théocal Archaeological Monitorbad to enforce standards, and once that

had gone the market was justftéo 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 laeifettive regulation ensured that
the procedures and power structures which did develop creadighly competitive laissdaire
market that to a very large extent was controlled by the developers or #reliaeological
consultantgStrickland 1993)This allowed the developers or theirchaeological consultants
define themselves as the clients, instead of the Idaahaeological Monitawho were intended
to represent the wider interests dhe local community and future generation®Vith the
developer defined as the client the product also changed from the traditiositiéy Archive
which was available to academics dntlre generationsto a more business friendly glossy
report, although once the archaeologists had finished on site the degelagually looses
interest in the final report. These changes were soon picked up on by the more commercial
archaeological organisationgho then did what they could to please their clients.

However, even a laisséaire market has to operate within cain parameters and be subject to
market forces, andommercial archaeologgid 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) dete not to buy watery beer, therefore breweries have to compete on
both costandquality. 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 qualithefiroduct,

that particular client is only interested in the cost, so the client does not provide theguiddity
controlrequired to make even a laisséare market function properly. Those who prosper

within this type of market are not the best orélmost efficient brewers, they are the brewers

who can water down their beer the most and still get away with calling it beer.
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Although it may be possible to deconstruct the way in which this commercial market operated on
purely economic ground@Valker2001), it may be more enlightening to consider some of the
tactics used to compete within this particular fregarketenvironment (basedargely upn

personal experience).

¢tKS 06Said GFrOGAO Aa (2 1SSL) G(KS Awyithdicbrtract, WFTAESR O
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 deloper, the local council or museum, or even from

the general publi¢Participant Interview 1980.00. 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 ircludes 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 evercdist of posexcavation,

which can be kept low initially and then increased to more realistic levels after the contract has

been signedParticipant Interview 1981.50. Insomecases this additional work is unjustifiable

on purely archaeological grods, and it is just undertaken because it is then possible to charge

the developetr RRAGA 2y f O2ata 2y G2L) 2F GKS 2NRIAYyIT W

Once the work has started the best tactic to employ is under staffing. So to give a purely

hypothetical example, a N2 2S00 al yF 3SNJ YI & Lidzi Ay | WFAESR O
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 & d

decent job. If the Project Manager wins the contract they then appoint a Project Officer to
ddzLISNIAAS GKS SEOFGlIGA2Y @ ¢tKAa tNr2SOl hFFAOSN
Project Officer has no control over staffing, so the Ribldanager staffs the project with six

relatively inexperienced archaeologists (who are willing to work fordeghey can become

experienced archaeologists). The six staff and the Project Officer then look at the site and realise

they will never get th 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 additionalfqrafie

archaeological organisatiam top of the other existing margins. If they fail then the Project
hFFAOSNI 6 K2 KlFa NBalLRyaAoAtAde F2NJ WRSt AGSNERQ 13
AYLIE AOFGA2Y GKIF G ¥l able(@akiBparit Biterid3BA29.SND A a dzyl 00S

tKAa YySSR (2 WRStAGSND LI I OSa O2yaiARSNIoftS LINBa
One way of doing this is to dig less, however, if the developer is paying for a 20x30 hole, the
developer wants tsee 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 excafRaetitipant Interview

19: 88.50. Another method is to machine more and dig less, so machining vgowtraight

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 thpagte 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. Itis now very rare to see natural all over an urban site at the end of the
excavation, and it wouldebinteresting 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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complicated and requires experienced staff who know what they are doing. So at the end of the

SEOI @I iA2y GKS tNR2SOG hFFAOSNI K2 KIFa WRStAOSN
contradictoryarchaeologicatecords, which are actually moes aide memoirghan an ordered,

indexed and internally consistent Site Arch{Participant Interview 1990.00). The Project

Officer can then either admit that the documentation is more or less meanisgbeghey can

cover it up by producing some form of site report, which may bare only a passing resemblance to

the original archaeological eviden(articipant Interview 190.00).

The academic quality of all of this archaeological documentation isoseplto be checked by

the localArchaeological Monitorsvho either accept it or reject it as a relialieoject Archive

However, theArchaeological Monitorprimary role i<0 monitor planning applicationand

ensure thatplanning conditionsvere met and they therefore have very little time to check

archaeological documentation or archaeologiSae ArchivegParticipant Interviewd5: 55- 61).

If the Archaeological Monitordo reject the documentation then tharchaeological organisation

is not necesarily obliged to resubmit an improved version, especially if they will lose money re

doing the postexcavation work, so all the archaeological documentation is put in a box and
F2NH2G0SYy Fto2dziz YR AT | yeé@sftSipahtatdndaew K S LINR 2SO
93.30.

This all placed emphasis upnat finding things because finding things costs money, and

individual Project Officers were judged not upon the standard and accuracy of the archaeological

records and thesite Archivebut upon how guikly they could finish a site and how much money

they could make, and this produced a general tendency to see aablaeological siti

isolation and all archaeological excavation®as-off commercial projects which should be

completed as quickly andsarofitably as possibi@articipant Interviewl3: 117.00) Those who

prospered within this system were therefore not the most competent or conscientious

F NOKIF S2f23Aa0azx odzi gSNB (K2asS | NOKIS2t23rada ¢
WO 2 Y LINIedrit dolgwhatever 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

AYRAGARdZ fa ¢6K2 6SNB LINBLI NBR (2 WO2YLINRYAASQ Y
decreasing spiral of lower bids and falling standards.
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PRESERVATION IN SITU

Duringthe 1980'docal planning departments (acting upon the advicéheflocalArchaeological
Monitors or archaeological Planning Officeceuld onlyaskdeveloperdor a limited amount of
time on siteto undertake an archaeological excavatespart of theplanning permission
(Aitchison 2012: 60.)f significant archaeological remains were uncovededng the
archaeologica¢xcavatiorthen the developer would be asked fadditional timesothe
excavation could be completed, possible in conjunction with a local or natpoiicity
campaigrto put additional pressure on the developddowever, if the archaeological remains
were significant enougito be W LINB airSshualeikthis could only be done if the site was
scheduled as an ancient monumeandasplanning permission haalreadybeen grantedhe
developer could then cim substantial compensation from either the government or the local
council(AM and AA Act 197@aragraphl0).

The ideavhichdevelopedwithin English Heritagim the midto late 19803 (and firstput forward
by Paul GoslingAitchison 201256)) was thereforeto provide local planning departments with
some form of planning guidance whiehsured that all archaeological evaluation and possible
excavationwas carried oubeforeplanning permission was granted, with emphasdecedupon
W LINS & SilNgduQand chlyfesorting tofull archaeologicagxcavation andgreservation by
recordp KSy Wabih&ieQ ¢ & y 2 ThsihikladéalastieSelopedinto a draft

WLE F yYAYy 3 OANDdzZ F ND 68 DPearsériifoth iGpestdsdi AzidnB K | Y R a A

Monuments for English Heritaga) 1987(Aitchison 2012: 56)andfollowinga numtler ofinitial

drafts this documentwas then shown to Geaty Wainwright(who was Chielnspector of

Ancient Monuments for English HeritggendwhoQ@ initial reactiorwas,according to Mike
ParkerPearsori®h good grief nethe last thing we want to dasimake these views public
because then DNH [Department for National Heritage] will get upset and tell us we're not to do

ABDQAGOKA&2Y HAMHY c o0 ®asthenkeveloRed®yEidalttAitthisofiy Ay 3 OA N

2012: 56, 63as an internal draftiocumentwithin English Heritageand by July 1988 had
acquired the titeW NOK I S2 f 2 3 & (Altckigon 201256y64.A y 3 Q

Throughout thel 9803 English Heritaggrantfundinghad been directed at specific
archaeological projectsf limited scopeduration and cost (Andrews and Thomas 1995: 185;
Aitchison 2012: 63however,in July 1988n an attemptto encourage local planning

departments to considethe archaeological potential of a sibefore granting planning
permissionGeoffey Wainwright wiote a letterto the Chair of the Association of County
Archaeological Officerstatingthat English Heritage would nongerfund projects where
archaeological destruction could have been prevented in the planning éfaighison 2012: 64
see alsoWainwright 1997. Thispolicyled tothe destructionof a number otigh profile
archaeological sites with onlynited archaeologicatecording including he Queer® Hotelsitein
York@ KSNB 9y3aftAakK | SNAGFEAS KIFIR W2 WAcBNSR I G21Sy
@2f dzy G F NAf & YI { ORiSHson2@1258)KE wall §s@ikes ig WischeBrer and
Worcester (Aitchison 2012: 64nd at the same time Huggin Hill Roman Bath House in the City
of London waslsobeing excavated amdfould eventuallybe destroyedbecausehe developers
(Hammerson plc.) had already been grangdanning permissionThenin early 1989 thesite of
Shakespea® Rose Theatr&vasuncoveredo the west of Southwark Bridgan Bankside in
Southwarkand this generated a lot dnational and internationgbublicityand apopular political
campaigrnwhich wantedthe site preserved and put on public display
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On 21st Februar$989in the House of Commorigobert Maclennan MP asked the Secretary of

{GFGS F2N (0KS eprgsBritandds/hy Say éceivied fom Englsh Heritage

concerning the archaeological discovery of the Elizabethan Rose theatre in Southwark; and if he

gAtt YFE1S F  adl GSmSqudstidonwad plasgeidh by Etvil sedpanigplEngtish
Heritagewhere Jane Sharman (who was Head of Conservation for English He&tkge)

Geoffey Wainwrightto provideadditional information(Aitchison 2012: 58)and followinga

meeting with theSecretary of State for the Environmedicholas Ridley M whichGedfrey
Wainwrightexplained the background to the Rose Theatxeavationhe wastold by the

ministerto W32 | gproducd-aydtume® O ! A (G OK A alge draftifamnimgrcircalaRo @

and the letter to the Chair of the Association of County Archagioal Officers weréhen passed

onto Jane Sharmawho combined andedraftedthem while liaisingwith Harry Knottleythe

lead civil servant at the Department of the Environmdotensure that it would fit in with

government policyAitchison 2012: 59)By September 198%is draft WK R 6 SSy NBgNR GG S
08 OAGAf aSNIDI vy ioo@ingdobbyitigdKtheXCBIyandiBritishHPhopepyc 0
Federation(Aitchison 2012: 65and though English Heritage wantedaimphasis the

preservation of archaeobical sitesithin the planningprocesgAitchison 2012: 56), the

Department of the Environmemwanted to ensure that the cosif archaeological excavations

was notthe responsibility okither national or local governmenthile alsoreducingthe burden

on developers by allowing them to chee who would undertakéhe archaeological work on

their behalf (Aitchison 2012: 59nd in the view of Geatfy Wainwright the government saw

GKA& R20dzySyd la Wk NBaLRyaS (2N) LFIAZ2AMERY DY RE §
y20 Fa Wk YStya (2 LINPwhiShdad beekhé &igirl infehtian§€@K A 32y  H N
also Wainwright 1997. A fulldraft wasthen circulated to locatjovernment achaeologists as a
pre-consultation document in Octobdr989, and following a number of responses tid Jt | VY A Yy 3

OA NIndf ubgieBed toP LI | Yy A Yy 3 L8 pudit@® an BqisfoBtingminSMer
environmentalplanningguidance(Aitchison 2012: 6465). Thefinal draft of PPG16 wathen put

out for publicconsultation in February 1990 (Aitchison 2012:,%rd a more or less unchanged

document was eventually published #&anning Policy Guidance:¥&chaeology and Planning

on 21stNovember 199@Aitchison 2012: 59%5), the day before Margaret Theher resigned as

Conservative Prime Minister

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

ttDmc O2yaraita 2F (62 LINIHA YR FADS | RRAGAZYI
ImportanOS 2 F | NOKIFS2t238Q adGFNIHa oe& FdAte NBO23yAa

and places archaeological considerations firmly within the early stages of the local authority

planning proces@PPG16 1990: paragraphs 1 and 14). It then triesrikesh 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
da0KSRdzf Ay3s (KNP dz3 Kva@dhilNsitu® 8z (i R S & NNBebatatbri by NG a S RIF
recordd S KAOK g2dzZ R Ay Of dzZRS S@OSNE (KA ywatchingl@ief Fdzf £ 2
For nationally important archaeological remains there should be a presumption in favour of

preservation however, for less significant remains the lopknning authoritieshould 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 pfamed

WLINE & SNgBUQ G B KPY SOSNI LI2aaAotS 6ttDmc mdpdhnyY LI NF AN
situation which occurred on the Rose Theatre excavation.
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¢tKS aSO2yR LINIL 2F ttbDwmc 3I2Sa 2y (2 3IAGS 3ASYy
2F | NOKI S2ft23A01f aldGdSNBR Ay (GKS tflyyAy3 tN
remains within local authority development plans and pointing out that not all nationally or

locally important archaeological remains may already be schedulgall®P990: paragraphs 15

and 16). It then highlights the importance of t8#&es and Monuments Recor(iSMR) which

should be organised on the county level by the |d@alinty Councilith the assistance of the

County ArchaeologigPPG16 1990: paragraph)17t then goes on to point out that local

planning authorities F @ A GKRNI ¢ WLISNXYAGGSR RS@GSt2LIVYSYyd NR :
LINBadzyll 6t e aAO0OKSRdzZ SRUOU WIyOASYy( YpaghieySyida | yR Al
permissionthen has to be sort from the Sextary of State (PPG16 1990: paragraph 18).

SN
EOS

The next sections of PPG16 starts by encouraging prospective developers to consult the local

Sites and Monuments Recofdurrently referred to as the Historic Environment Record or HER)

at an early stage of thebwn research into the development potential of a specific area, and

possibly commission@eskTop or Desk Based Assessment Refpom a professionally qualified
archaeological organisatiar consultant (presumably IFA membership) (PPG16 1990:

paragrags 19 and 20). If the results of tDeskTop Assessment Repontdicated that

AYLERNIFY G | NOKIFS2t23A0Ft NBYL A glannirgButhariiand K Sy WA
its localArchaeological Monitodsto request an archaeologicBlaluationReportto establish the

character and extent of archaeological remains within the area priomia@ning application

CKA&E 62N] A& RSAONAROGSR & W NIYLAR FYR -AYySELISyYyaA
a0FtS GNRI T G NB Cariedoytha pioféssianilly Guilitadziatological

organisationor archaeologist (again presumably IFA membership), and thefdtzcaling

authority may ask for aftvaluation Repoiif a planning applicatioris made without

consideration of any arclemlogical remains (PPG16 1990: paragraphs 21, 22 and 23).

The most significant section of the document comes in the next three sections, entitled

WI NN y3SYSyida FT2N t NBASNDFGA2Yy o6& wSO2NRAYy3I AyO
archaeological @ @ (i ARegervhtignby riécold@ Y& 06S |y I OOSLIitotS |If
WILINBASNGBQGAAY Y20 FSIFaAA0f S plahning pehSsois A2 Sa 2 dzi G 2
subject to developers agreeing to fund excavations, and that developers shoubtbtadrh

planning permissiofor agreeing to fund the excavation of archaeological remains which should

0S WLINBsit® NIZ S R FplariniKgSautfiogtyodndiders that archaeological remains are

not important enough to preservim situor if it is rot feasible to preserven situthen it would be

WSy iANBt & thbpladnhg/dutbotitfo@nsdre thil the developer has made
WELILINRLINRFGS FYyR aldAaFlrOl2NE LINPOAAAZY F2N) GKS
publication of the reslis before grantingplanning permissionand if such provisions are not

made or are not acceptable then tianning authoritynay impose glanning constraint

OttDmc MdbdpanY LI NFINI LK HpOLO CAylftesxs GKA& &asSoi
satist OG0 2NB LINPOA&AAZ2YQ &aK2dZ R 6S o6& @2fdzyil NBE | IND

paragraph 26).

The next sections deal with the grantingpddnning permission This restates what has gone
before, however, it does add that the refusalgénning pernssionon archaeological grounds
should be considered as a last resort, and that an archaeologatahing briefimay be imposed

as aplanning constraintthough there is no provision for stopping the development. So there is a
general presumption in faww of grantingplanning permissionand archaeological
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The final section of PPG16 deals with unexpected discoveries during developrhinstates

GKIFG Fye FNOKFS2t23A0FT NBYFAYya RA @6 AN Ri KRSENA
are considered important (PPG16 1990: paragraph 31). This may be possible if the archaeological
remains are found during excavation, howevethdy 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 badi and organisations, contact addressesGidy or County
Archaeological Officermnd theSites and Monuments Recofdow the Historic Environment
Record or HER), legislative arrangements, secretary of state criteria for scheduling ancient
monuments andihally statutory instruments for ancient monuments.

In Wales a separate document entitl®#anning Policy Guidance: & chaeology and Planning
(Waleg was published in November 1991, and this became widely known as PPG16 (Wales)
(Participant Interviewd5: 20) This was an almost identical document other than the
responsibility for organising and maintaining t8¢es and Monuments Recor(BMR) was
delegated to the fouWelsh Archaeological TrugBPG16 (Wales) 1991: paragraph 17), and the
key Welsh borks and organisations were listed in the appendix.

In Scotland an equivalent document entitldi@gtional Planning Policy Guidance NPPG5

Archaeology and Planningas published in January 1994, supported?gnning Advice Note

PAN 42Archaeologyand theg documents became known as NPPG5 / PAN 42. These

documents were slightly different to PPG16 and PPG16 (Wales), howeverjdtsey dut similar

procedures and theyid LJt | OS S YLK aA a ingi y¢ RRENBASNIDLIZ A 20t S
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THE CONSEQUENCE OF PRESERVATION IN SITU

PPG1l@laced archaeology firmly within th@anning processand placed emphasigon

archaeology being considered early on in that process to avoid the situation on the Rose Theatre
site. Most of the locgblanning authoritiesppearto have been ready for the changeitchison

2012: 65) and already had loc@lrchaeological Monitors place. The larger developers also
adapted quickly, but smaller developers were slower to realise that archaeological remains could
become a factor witin their planning applicationhowever, the overall effect was a rapid

increase in the amount of archaeological work undertaken. To understandPR@»iGvas

initially interpreted in practice it may be best to see how the nature of archaeological work
changed during the various stages of tpkanning process

Initially there was a rapid increase in the numbebeskTop or Desk Based Assessment Reports

which used thesites and Monuments Recofdow the Historic Environment Record or HER) and

other docunentary sources to identify what archaeological remains may be in the area of a

proposed development. These assessments started off as useful documents which summarised

0KS KA&AG2NAOIE 1y26ftSR3IS Ay | LI NIAGGEIISW | NBI ¢
projects which just repeated earlier information, and the increase levelled off after about 1993

(Darvill and Russell 2002resumably as developers realised that they could save money by

moving straight to aevaluation project

Initially there wa also a slow but steady increase in the numbenafiuation projectswhich

were smallscale trial trench excavations used to establish the character and extent of any
archaeological remains within the area of the proposed developm@®ior tothe introduction

of PPG1l@&rchaeologicatescueexcavations only took plaadter planning permissiohad been
granted which meant that gignificant archaeological remains were fouhaing the excavation
then they could not bescheduledwithout the governmentaving topay compensatiorto the
developer which was the problem with the Rose Theatseavation After the introduction of
PPG1all archaeologicaxcavatiors had to take placéeforeplanning permissiowas granted
with emphasiglacedupon preservéion Yh sitlQ 2 snaalBscaleevaluation projects were
introduced to establish thexactcharacter and extent odinyarchaeological remainsithin the
area of the proposed developmehgfore anyfurther decisions were takeh The resulting
Evaluation Reprt (which usually contained some form of deslp assessment) was then used by
the localArchaeological Monitor® judge the importance of the archaeological remains and to
prepare a detailed set of project specificatiolgSI(Written Scheme of Investgion) or project
WriefQ T2 NJ | y& 7FdzNIi K SSNdlubtibidpfojecBiieifefdrd decamd the standdrod
response tgplanning applicationg areas of known archaeological remains, particularly in urban
environments, and the number undertaken irased until about 1996, before levelling off in line
with the overall number oplanning applicationgDarvill and Russell 2002{owever, some
developers still remained reluctant to pay for emaluation projectvithout assurances of getting
planning pemission(Darvill and Russell 2002)

CKSNB gla +Ffaz2z | at26SNJ odzi adGShsR® Kya@GNBl asS Ay
corresponding decline in the number @faluation projectshat then went on to become full
scalearchaeological projectas devéopers, and particularly architects and civil engineers,

grasped the implications ##PG1@nd changed their standard engineering approach (Darvill and

Russel 2002). WithiPPG161 KSNB 61 a y2 LINBOA &S RSTFAYAnAzy 27
situQthough it soon became a widespread and accepted practice to gfanting permissioon

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 inugldings, and the

IANI Rdzr f FTR2LIWGAZ2Y 2F W NOKIS2f23A0ffe FNASYR{&Q
Sadl o mikigatkorbsRatedy® > LI NI A Odzf | (Rektidiparg iterdeMds:B5£ 903 A (0 S &
Participant Interviewd6: 16). This invdved 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 negotation. Other archaeological remains were either covered overdiryforced concrete

capping, or by a raised ground level, or by avoiding the area entiredgésign solutio) and

there may also have been a decline in the number of basements and undacycar parks,

particularly in private buildings.

The role of the localrchaeological Monitorsiithin the planning proceswas to strike a balance
between the interests of developers and the interests of archaeologists, and decide what was or
gra $REA2PNDE SQ ot t DM candh dhisnorindiyNideahikhat ltical H m
Archaeological Monitorsould intervene at two stages within th@anning process

1 Depending upon the location of the proposed development, the I8cahaeological Monitors
may ask the developer to undertake amaluation project

Initially this decision was basegbon the local knowledge of tharchaeological Monitqra search on the

Sites and Monuments Reco¢dow the Historic Environment Record or HER), and possibhetiudts of a
DeskTop Assessment Repoit the developer had commissioned one. However, developers soon
demanded more specific criteria, and many Iggiainning authoritiestarted drawing up Constraint Maps
which would indicate where archaeological remawere likely to be@ve 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 bauty a
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 depibsnodels attempted not only to indicate where archaeological deposits may be, but

Ffa2 FGGSYLIWGSR G2 LINBAONROGS | W@l fdzSQ F2NJ 6KS I NOKI S
dzi dzl t f &8 LINBaASNBF A2y > &Ll OA y @fledtighief the QubrdhtresdarchVa G I (1 dzd Q>
F3SyRIFIZT a2 (GKS W@l tdzSQ Fiddl OKSR (42 GKS | NOKIFS2t23A0!
and circumstances (Barker 1999: 142). Unfortunately, deposit modelling could not predict the unexpected,
andbypfaONAOGAY 3 | W@l fdzSQ F2NJ G6KS | NOKIFS2t23A0lt RSLRA
dzy RSNIiF {Ay3 | NOKIFS2ft23A01Ft SEOFIGLIGAZ2Y Ay 26 WOl dzSQ
so in effect the model becomes a self fulfilling prepi(see also Thomas 2013: 100)

Regardless of the criteria used, the decision on whether to undertalevaluation projecbr not usually

came down to the judgment angersonal opiniorof the localArchaeological Monitgrhowever, that

decision may atshave been subject to nearchaeological 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 encouradgvglopment were unlikely to encourage
evaluation projectsand towns with an established tourist and heritage industry were likely to have already
undertaken archaeological excavations, and were therefore more likely to undestaitaation projects

Ona more local level, the need to justify undertakingemaluation projecto a sceptical developer or their
archaeological consultamhayalsomean thatevaluation projectsvere only undertaken in locations where
the localArchaeological Monitowas sure 6 finding significant archaeological remains, thus defeating the
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main objective of amvaluation project SomeArchaeological Monitormay also find that in certain
circumstances questionirglanning decisionser forcing developers to undertake archaeoica
excavations may not endear them to their direct employers, the local co(famticipant Interviewi 4:
80.30)

This was not the case in Wales where, following consultations@AbWand theWelsh Archaeological
Trusts PPG16 (Wales) was replaced&cember 1996 bWelsh Office Circular 60/9Blanning and the
Historical Environmen#rchaeologywhich became widely known as WOC 60/96 or just 6QPa6ticipant
Interview05: 36- 38).

Welsh Office(1996) Welsh Office Circular 60/9Blanning andhe Historical Environmen&rchaeology
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 tH2eskTop Assessment Repandicated thatimportant

F NOKI S2t 23A0Ft NBYlI Aya SEA@anhning &uthefitysht ifs lodaB NBI a2yl 6of SO
Archaeological Monitodsto request an archaeologicBvaluation Reporthowever, in the equivalent

LI N} ANF LK AY 2 h/ c n kheppdanning duthoritgshoaldrddistitné ptoSpective &8 W

developer to arrange for an archaeological field evaluation to be carried out before any decision on the

planning applicatiodh & GF { Sy Q 02 h/ omyemuhasi OHhiskihe Eidhgeladeatlio O

situation in Wales far clearer and gave the Welsbhaeological Monitor&ar more control within the early

planning processas well as allowing them to continue to act specifically in the interests of the archaeology

instead of having to decide what@a 2 NJ ¢ | & Yy ARartic¢iphids InténgeyDb: 80- 46 As one of

0KS AYUSNIBASG LI NIAOALI yid Lizi AGZ WKL ((RatticipantKdzaS G KA
Interview05: 44) whereas a decision on whether to undertakeevaluation projectin England under

PPG16 or in Scotland under NPPG5 / PAN 42 would still depend upon indirithesgological Monitors

and their willingness to confront developers and thaichaeological consultants

2 Depending upon the results of thevduation projectand the importance of the archaeological
remains found, the locarchaeological Monitormay ask the developer to make furtherovision for
archaeological remains as part of a graded response.

Although the precise sequence of events gdrith each archaeological project, in general, if it was

decided that further archaeological work was required ttika localArchaeological Monitofpossibly in

conjunction withthe archaeological organisatidhat had completed thé&evaluation Repoytwould

produce a detailed set of project specifications/@s1(Written Scheme of Investigatigmvhich would also

contain thelocalreport and archive requirementset by the City or County ArchaeolodiBarticipant

Interview10: 70- 72; Participant Inteview11: 67- 72, 101- 102; Participant Interviewd8: 37.00). This

LINE dfefi 6@ dzZ R GKSYy KIF@S G2 6S F3INBSR o6& Fff LI NIASAE ¢
competitive tenders.

The decision on whether to proceed with further archaeologioadk and what that archaeological work
would entail was therefore supposed to be a balanced judgement, and subject to negotiation and
voluntary agreement. ThArchaeological Monitohad to weigh the relative importance of the
archaeological remains agairthe need for the proposed development, and come to a decision which
could be justified, defended and was able to withstand the legal test of reasonableflessievelopers on
the other hand regarded archaeology as a contamination problem (though tteeysaially too polite to
admit this) and something they have to go through, which was why on large projects they hire
archaeological consultants lessen the cost and the inconveniencEnearchaeological consultants
represent the interests of the deveber, 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 Badlaeological Monitar
Asarchaeological consultantsgave more incentive to fight for the interests thieir clients, he outcome of
these negotiations usually depended upon the determination of the I&cethaeological Monitar (From
personal experience, this can frequently lead to an unsatisfactory compromise.)

WiththeI NI Rdzk £ Ay i NP REGION Xy 82 T NRISNCRKCE @S2 fa G Yy RF NR Sy 3Ay S8
WLINE & SiNgBo G 8 BYI YS OKS I LISNJ I yires@vatidrkb$ edoi@ Bire yespinkeSo 02 a il 2 ¥
Fyeg | NOKIFS2t23A0Ft NBYlidsifR> i KB ¥ BRighBiG&e, BHEIMNS K SN 8 A 2 ¥
F'Y2dzyi 2F WLINBaASNIWSR o0& NBO2NRQ &KNMzy|{ G2 I NBFa gKAO
within the development, such as basements or underground car parks. So what was indented to be a

graded response depending upon thepiartance of the archaeological remains soon became a standard

Yhitigation strategthe details of which were subject to negotiation, and the very reason for undertaking

an evaluation projec{(to provide information for a graded response) had thereforeméaken away.

6al ye RS@Sft 2 Infigafion srategB LIKS BINNI Bvaldatom @rdjeBtakéskplidce, and

are then very reluctant to change it after tleealuation projechad finished.)

The adoption of standarthitigation strategieslsoLINE RdzOSR |y T RRAGA2Yy L 2LJiA2y 0o
insittQ ' yR AOKSRdzZ Ay3o LF GKS I NOKFS2t23A0Ft NBYIFAYya ¢
and/or too vulnerable to subjected them to a standaritigation strategy then theArchaeological

MonitorYI @ FSSf 2dzaiAFASR Ay AyarailaAy3al gzriesspvatiogybyWz2 LISY | NJ
recordQ This could include areas such as medieval street frontages or river frontages, as well as cemeteries

and graveyards.

Problems also occurcein ensuring compliance with any voluntary agreement, as it was not unknown for
developers or their sugontractors to remove archaeological deposits or change the agreed piling plan

after the archaeologists have left the sitt y i K S & SmitybtionStiatedyy 6 146 aSSy | a | a
JdzA RSt AySa 2NJ WRS&AANIOES AYaQ ogKAOK O2dzZ R 6S AYYS
necessity or impending project deadlines. Ldwahaeological Monitoreccasionally included an
archaeologicalvatching briefto ensure that this did not happeibut the most thesavatching briefscould

achieve was to inform th&rchaeological Monitord K I (i mitig#tiéh stdateg? KI R 0SSy A3Jy2NBRO®

| 26 SOSNE (i KS niisgafion atftegie® | ¥ R &wayR 2hé/casef The economic conditions in
0KS YAR WwnnnQa YSIyld GKFdG GKS O02aid 2F GKS | NOKIFS2f 213
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 redeslghays 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 procesgParticipant Interviewd5: 85- 90). This situation was the direct resulf specific

economic circumstances, and following the economic downturn in 2008 there was a rapid return to
standard‘hitigation strategie§in an attempt to spend as little as possible on archaeological excavation
(Participant Interviewd5: 85- 90).
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The overall effect of PPG16 has therefore been to reduce the majority of archaeological
projectsto a number of small evaluation trenches (urban evaluation trenches are uguaign

by 4.00mor 2.00m by 2.00m, depending upon the anticipated deptlstohtigraphy and the need

to step in at 1.20m)and he archaeological value of these trenches is at best questionable.
Firstly, because the location of these evaluation trenches has now become subjegidtiation,

as cevelopers prefer archaeologioakcavations 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 beplaced, not in areas of archaeological potential, but in areas which will not be affected by
the development, again defeating the main objective okaaluation projectand there is also a
danger on some constantly changing construction projects that@ay isolated evaluation

trenches ordeveloper test pitare dug that the entire sites can becortienched to deati®
Secondly, because these trenches are large entaigentify that there was something there,

but are too small to tell with any dege of certainty what that something may have been
(Participant Interviewd4: 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 longermef TS OG a4 2 T in$iUNBRSANIZI IMRWT Ay dzy{y26YZ YR &
judge because it will be impossible to tell if any decay occurred before or after the archaeological
A0NT GAINI LKE imsite WhehINBed, rbld@dolagica réima 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 restart decay. Once rgtarted 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 2.2.7This is particularly true of waterlogged organic
deposits, as analteration in ground conditions or the water level maystart irrevocable decay.

If done properly the longerm cost of monitoring of the ground conditions may itself become
prohibitive, and may become more expensive than excavation.

0 Ww 2 & Sa 10 fodxbigk 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 fréd £35 per square

foot to £25, and the building is now the head quarters of the Health and Safety Executive. The

w2aS ¢KSHOND iAstQa iz RENWIIKB 2 ORPORBIS YR &FYyR Ay
ground conditions are still being monitoreg Bnglish Heritage This internationally important

archaeological sitbas 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 oPPG16had little initial effect upon the working practices of professional
archaeology as mositrchaeological unitattempted to maintain the existingrorking culture
However, bothcompetitive tenderingand preservationn situdid bring gradual change to the
basic underlyingstructure of professional archaeologgnd more fundamental change then
occurred as specific individuals recognised the full implicationewdloper fundingand saw the
new emergingcommercial structures an opportunityto gain influenceand make money
Although the first significant change that occur after the introductioBfG1had nothing to do
with either competitive tenderingor preservationn situ

Like mostrchaeological unitthe Museum of LondorOepartment of Urban Archadmgy) coped

with constantly changing staffing requirements by operating aita§itst-out staffing policy, with
individual archaeologists employed on temporary two or three month contracts which after two
years continuous employment would automaticallgcome permanent contracts. In 1987 the
Museum of LondonQepartment of Urban Archaeolopiiad taken on large numbers of
archaeologistsniyself includejlito cope with thebuilding boomcaused by the deregulation of

the financial markets, and by 1990 numbédrad 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 LondorDepartment of Greater London ArchaeoldgyHowever, as the building
boom started to slav 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 Musdlrandon

(Department of Urban Archaeologwent from over 200 archaeologists to less than 40, and
eventually the Museum of LondoDépartment of Urban Archaeolopgnd the Museum of

London Department of Greater London Archaeolddnad to be merged and s&ructured and in
December 1991 they became tiMuseum of London Archaeology ServidLAS (Participant
Interview14: 22.00; Participant Interviewl5: 5.00)

This had a number of entirely unintended consequences, the first of which was to send large
numbers of very experienced Museum of Londbrepartment of Urban Archaeoloptrained
urban archaeologists out onto other urbanchaeological projecthiroughout Britain and the
rest of Europe, some of whom ended up in places as far apart as Verona, Ddrtimandheim,
and eventually even Catalhdyik in centfarkey. These individuals took with them not only the
Museum of LondonQepartment of Urban Archaeolopggxcavational methodology, but also the
second editiorDUA Site Manuglublished in1990, andperhaps more importantly the red ring
binder third editionMoLAS Site Manuglublished in 1994
(http://www.thedigsite.co.uk/assets/molasmanual942.pdéccessed 201))and this

publicaton then became the basis for most of tbecumentation Systemsed on urban
archaeologicaprojectsin Britain (Participant Interview 12014: 5.00)
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(In 1996 a colleague working on an archaeological excavation in the mountains of Peru found
that a nunber of archaeology students from the University of Cuzco had already translated the
MoLAS Site Manuaito Spanish, and were subsidising their student fees by selling photocopies
of this translation to fellow undergraduates.)

Another consequence of the tapse of the Museum of LondoBépartment of Urban
Archaeologywas the establishment #freConstruct Archaeologyn September 1993 by a
former DUASenior Archaeologist. This was an entirely commeactdiaeological organisation
which took full advantge of bothcompetitive tenderingand the gap in the market left by the
temporary decline of the Museum of London to employ forrbéfAsite staff to undertake urban
archaeological projects the London area. The problamf finds analysis and posixcavaion
were solved by swoontracting most of this work to independent specialists, a number of whom
were also former Museum of London stéffarticipant Interviewd1: 81) Around this time a
number of other fully commerciarchaeological organisationgere alsobeing established in
other locations around Britain, and these includ&@ Archaeologset up in Wiltshire in 1991 and
AOC Archaeologset up in Scotland also in 1991.

The gradual change to the basic underlystgicture of professional archaeologgd its greatest

and most immediate effect upon the large rural infrastructure projects which had previously

been undeffunded semiprofessional excavations. These quickly became fully professional
archaeological excavations, mainly for health and safetgons, andjiven the large number of
archaeologists involved they soon became very large and very profitable contristever,

only a small number of regionatchaeological unitad theorganisational ability and
managemenexperience to cope withhiese largentegratedprojects and thisreduced the

number ofarchaeological uniterho could put in realistic bids for the largedtthesecontracts to

just two, theOxford Archaeological Uniand to a lesser extent thErust for Wessex Archaeology

WhiOK dzy RSNIIi221 + f I NBS ydzyoSNJ 2F NBaitidhand2 y & G NHzO
Interview10: 103- 105). Having established reputatiatfior reliability these twaarchaeological

organisationss SNBE (G KSy F6fS (2 I OKwuSwitsa ndrhbe®F@adNER O2 y i |
developers, gravel extraction companies and in particular government organisations such as the
Highways Agencyand this allowed themavoid direct commercial pressure atawlgrow and

expand rapidly(see also Morris 1998)

The oher change to the basic underlyistructure of professional archaeologgcurred as a
direct result of the introduction of preservatidn situand the corresponding increase in small
evaluation projectandwatching briefs The small size of thesechaeological projectseduced
the risk of cash flow problems and tmgade it possible for a number of very small and very
commercialarchaeological organisations be set up to undercut existirgychaeological units
usually by former Site Supervisors ohet mid level employees.
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF COMMERCIAL ARCHAEOLOGY ( The mid 19906s to ear|l
.8 UKS YAR mModnQa (KS 3INI Rtdzetdre ofpkofessiandla Ay GKS ol
archaeologywere starting to shape the development@dmmercal archaeologyand the

defining characteristics were no longer the specific geographical area covered, regiahal

archaeological uniter town basediurbanarchaeological unitsout the size of tharchaeological

organisation

This produced an emergitommercial structuravith three very large commercial

archaeological organisationthe rapidly recoveringyluseum of London Archaeology Service

whichinitially dealt with mainly medium and large sized urkechaeological projectis the

London area, anthe Oxford Archaeological Uraind theTrust for Wessex Archaeologsich

competed for both rural and urbaarchaeological projedhroughout southern and central

England, and occasionally-operated with each other, along with otharchaeological

orgarisationon 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 sgctibhe only thing that

prevented thesearchaeological organisatiofi®m growingevenf + NESNJ gl & GKS Oz2aid
RAIaQd lye SEOFIZFiA2Yy 6KAOK gl a (G22 FIENI lLgleée
WEgle RAIQI ¢ KSNEB ided with diErrdhtecontnadation, usgaym& LINE @
and breakfast, while they were working on a site. The cost of paying for this accommodation

OFYS 2dzil 2F GKS LINRPB2SOU 0dzRAS(HzZ &2 lye WkHgleé RA
subsidised as a$sleader, and therefore the site was far more likely to go to a local

archaeological unip ¢ KS O2al mhifalywhhidined arReélethanOof téritatizdity.

At the other end of the emergingpmmercial structurevere an increasinqiumber ofvery small
and very commerciarchaeological organisationghich dealt with small and occasionally
medium sizedrchaeological projectat a local leveland the archaeological competence of
these small commerciarchaeological organisatiom®uld varydepending upon the commercial
priorities of the individuals in charge.

The rest of theeommercial structureonsisted of medium sizeatchaeological unite/hich had
been set up before PPG16 awtlich still operated at éocal orregional level. These
archaeological unitdad to compete with neighbouringrchaeological unitsas well as
occasionally with the larger commercakthaeological organisatiomgho were either already
WLIINBEFSNNBR 02y N} Ol 2 NE QarchdddlogitalPprofogtadestablish ¥ F2 NR (0 2
themselves within an area, and they also had to compete with the very small commercial
archaeological organisationgho could undercut them on small or possibly medium sized
archaeological projectsTo add to these problent®mpetitive tenetringhad alsancreased the
overall administration costs by creating a new management level (Project Manager) and a
bureaucratic system of preparing and administering higgotiating contractand dealing with
developers all of which had to be paid faut the profits from otherarchaeological projects

This put these medium sizedichaeological unitander increasing financial pressure, and many
of thesearchaeological unitead low capital reserves whigisomade them vulnerable tcash

flow problens, so the loss of a single largechaeological projeatr a developer going

bankrupted or refusing to pagn time could precipitate a crisis. At some point between the mid
MhbpnQa (2 GKS YAR Hachasddgicalihitsfeit thyoGgR dodmiormeof T S R
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financial crisis or council reorganisation, and thasehaeological unite/ere then forced either
to closed down, merge or become commereisthaeological organisatiorffor a specific
example see Turner 2000).

The change from a locafchaeologeal unitto a commerciahrchaeological organisatiarsually
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 promd®Rarticipant
Interview19: 104.00). The staff reorganisations that inevitable followed these changes created
hierarchical management structur@stended to impose strict financial control and clear lines of
responsibility, with a high percentage of turn over going to suppgutriewSenior Manages,

who were now able to set their own pay and conditigRaurticipant Interview 1:9105.00).

Under theseSenior Managesr wereProject Managers whprepared and administered bids for
individualarchaeological projeciglealt with devebpers andArchaeological Monitorsand set
project budgets (and staffing number®articipant Interviewl0: 98- 100; Participant Interview

11: 98- 100). The actual archaeological excavations were then passed onto Project Officers
(formerly Site Supersors) who were responsible for completing individaaihaeological

projects and finally the site staff or Project Assistants (formerly Site Assistants) who maintained
this staff structure by working on low paid shaéetrm contracts. These low paid shderm
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 skélsicplarly when dealing with

complex urban stratigraphyManyof these medium sizedommercialarchaeological
organisationgappear to have ended up running on 40%©0% overheads or eoosts, and none of
that money was spent on actually doing archaeolo@he 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 2011and allprivate
company accounts are availalffem the Companies House website
(https://beta.companieshouse.gov.ukfaccessed 201p)

The development ofommercial archaeolggand these nevhierarchical management structures
also changed the bas@rchaeological methodologysed on site. As commercaichaeological
organisationsiow undertook a wide variety of rural and urbarchaeological projectée
archaeological methaalogyused was no longer adapted to specific logatking conditionsbut
instead became a reflection of thweorking cultureof the individualarchaeological organisation

Theworking cultureof the more successful commercaichaeological organisationgas based
upon completingarchaeological excavatios quickly and as efficiently as possilalad this

could best be achieved by cutting back on expensive and time consumisiteaorcording. The
individualDocumentation Systenthat developed withirthese commerciahrchaeological
organisationsvere therefore far more generic, and were based roughly aroundMlod AS Site
Manualbut without using a stricBingle Context Recording Systenstead they used a wide
variety of both rural and urban excavatial methodologies depending upon individual
OANDdzYail ydsa FyR GKS GAYS FOFAfLoESE Ft2ay3 Al
eventually GPS and GIS to produce precisely positivhetl Context PlangConolly and Lake
2006). This frequently eated problems when rural recording techniques and occasionally rural
excavational techniques were used on urlanhaeological projectsind the importance of
establishing a definitivetratigraphic sequencen site was largely lost.
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However, the movaway from large open area excavation, and towards small trial trenches and
WLINBASNGBOQG A2 YSEYyG GKFEG fSaad aLISOAlLtAalG dz2NDB Iy
required by, or were expected from the site staff. This ultimately led to a gededdine in both

the standard of archaeological recording and the importance ofite Archivewith all onsite

problems pushed into postxcavation. The emphasis therefapeduallychanged from

archaeological recording and the productionashdemicpublicationsto archaeological

interpretation and the production ofvell presenteddient reportswhich fulfil developer

expectations.

In 1998 theOxford Archaeological Urdind theTrust for Wessex Archaeologgt upFramework

Archaeologyas a joint veture company specifically designed to undertaehaeological

projectsfor 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 1988 &ta

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 BritishJErNIi & | drdhiepldgkal & Q a
consultantlINP LI2 SR F R2LIGAY 3 WIF LI NIGAOdzZ F NJ | NOKI S2f 23
understanding how people inhabited past landscapes: archaeology as a study of people rather
GKFYy RSL]aAda vawd davel@bBdeacanpuer basel vecordihgysystem which
L I OSR WAaNBFG SYLKIFA&AAA 2y AY(dSNLINE hidtotical2z y A
narrativel & G KS &aA0S A& SEOIFIOIFGSRQ o!ff ljd2iGSa
http:///www.framearch.co.uk/about.html (accessed 2011)see also Andrews, Barrett and
Lewis 2000).

C:\<

Thistheoretical approachvas a version dReflexive Archaeologyhich was first proposed in

1997 by Professor lan Hodder in the Septembsué ofAntiquity, and then developed in his
bookThe Archaeological Process Introduction(1999), following the initial stages of a
particularly complex urban research excavation he directed at Catalhdyik in central Turkey.
Although a number of the keelements were missingeflexive Archaeologyas derived more or
less intact from the concept oéflexivityas used by anthropologists and sociologists in
conjunction with a number of differerqualitative research methodologi€gVillig 2001: 10).
Reflexive Archaeologtherefore probably originated from particular archaeological approach
which saw archaeology as subdivision of anthropologywith its reliance upon understanding
human behaviour through observation and written descriptidtkinson 2007 Hammersley and
Atkinson 2007; Davies 200§From 2002 Professor lan Hodder was the Dunlevie Family
Professor of Anthropology at Stanford University, Californidis particular view was held
primarily byacademigrehistoric archaeologistsvho plaed considerable emphasis upon
artefacts and the interpretation of artefacts as a product of material culture, and this
archaeological approadhen hasa tendency to see adirchaeological projectassingle self
contained experimentsvith specific shordterm aims and objectivegather like an
FYGKNRLRE23IAO0FE O abbrden dfgzBo® 8 KA OK WKE & R RJI BB € dzW
appropriate or an inappropriate research desigrhistheoretical approachherefore rejected
archaeological recordings 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 ofurther 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.
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This fitted in with the general approadeing adopted by many of the commeraathaeological
organisationst y (1 KS S anNJdo & cerain exteft fravided academic justification for a
policy which was primarily intended to save time and make money. However, although the
computer basedecording system developed Bramework Archaeologyas reputed to have
been very impressive, the high level of-site interpretation was perhaps only suited to specific
very well funded rural projects with limited vertical stratigraphy and limited tooestraints, and
little interest was expressed in continuing with thiigoretical approactafter the project was
completed http://www.wessexarch.co.uk/blogs/niatlionald (accessed 2011 )and the general
theoretical approactat Catalhéyik was also gradually changed by a number of fdddéstaff.

In 1999 theOxford Archaeological Urdgind theTrust for Wessex Archaeologiso set ugOxford
Wessex Archaeolo@s another joint venture compgy 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 oafghaeological organisatian Britain that has

the ability, the esources and the reputation to allow the developers to fulfil thpdgmning
conditionson time and on budget. The commerdathaeological organisatiomghich have

therefore benefited most frontompetitive tenderinghad done so by specialising in the sho
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 test€kford Wessexihaeologyor a large number of smaller
archaeological organisations.)
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THE CONSOLIDATION OF COMMERCIAL ARCHAEOLOGY ( The mi deaZyQ@A®D st) o

. & (KS Yeaninemsial arohd&2dlogyad become firmly established, and the original

system of loal archaeological unitprovidinga public service to the local communéapndan

accurate academic record of the archaeological stratigraphy for future generdtizhbeen

superseded by commerciatchaeological organisatiopsoviding developers with aige range

2F O02al0 STFSOUADS WINDOKFS2t23A0It azfdzirAzyaQ G2
perhaps best be charted and explained by following theaming and reébranding of the main

regional and town basedrchaeological units

In 1991the English Heritagiunded Central Excavation Urtiecame theCentral Archaeological
Service given the timing this change may have been the result draglish Heritagpolicy
decision following the Rose Theatre excavation.

In 1999 theCentral Archaeolgical Servicenerged with theAncient Monuments Laboratortyp
become theEnglish Heritag€entre for Archaeology

Both theCentral Excavation Urdind the laterCentral Archaeological Servimmained grant
fundedEnglish Heritagerganisations and nevemdertook any direct developer funded
excavations.

In 2001 theOxford Archaeological Urtiecame firsiOxford Archaeology Soutind thenOxford
Archaeology

Around 2001 thélrust for Wessex ArchaeologgcameWessex Archaeologyalthough,

following a protacted telephone conversation, they did seem very reluctant to say exactly when
that change actually occurred, however,Tihe Concise Oxford Dictionary of Archaeology
published in 2002 they are referred to Atessex Archaeology

In March 2004 th&Vincheser Archaeological Unitlosed down after losing a large

archaeological projedb Oxford ArchaeologyDr David Johnston, a former tutor at Southampton

University criticisedommercial archaeology 2 NJ dzy RSNDdzi G Ay 3 (GKS 0O2dzy OAf
backgroundkngf SR3IS gAff 0SS t2aiQ KS arAR WiGKS OKSI LIS:
(https:// www.bajr.org/diggermagazine/nov200@ccessed 2011)

In February 2008Vessex Archaeologshanged its officil trading name fronTrust for Wessex
Archaeologyto Wessex Archaeologdgee Companies House website).

In 2006 theNorfolk Archaeological UnitecameNAU Archaeologya subsidiary of NPS Property
Consultants Ltd, a commercial property services companyiywbened by Norfolk County
Council.

In February 201@xford Archaeologjinally changed its official trading name frofhe Oxford
Archaeological Unit Limitetth Oxford Archaeologfsee Companies House website).

The largearchaeological organisatioesS y (1 dzI f f @ a2f SR GKS LINRPofSY 27F
acquiring or setting up regional branch offices to deal with medium and largeaizedeological

projectsat a regional level. This allowed themehaeological organisations transfer staff and

expand the number o&rchaeological projectsndertaken, while still minimising additional

administration costs and some of the peastcavation costs.
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In 2001 theLancaster University Archaeological lretameOxford Archaeology Nortfand in

2008 theCanbridge Archaeological UniiecameOxford Archaeology EasDxford Archaeology
also set up two branch offices in France (Caen and Montpellier) following an excavation at the
castle in Mayenne in 1996 1998.

In 20100xford Archaeologgis a whole had 402neployees and an income of £15.09 million,
interestingly it also had an expenditure of £16.23 million in the same period.

In 2009 theSheffield University Archaeological UbécameWessex Archaeology Sheffielthd
Wessex Archaeolo@lso set up branch @i€es in Rochester and Edinburgh, including a large
maritime archaeology department.

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

TheYork Achaeological Trusttill remains theYork Archaeological Tryshanks in part to

additional funds from the JORVIK Viking Centre which was built upon the site of the Coppergate
excavation, and théongterm commitmentto archaeological excavationestaBlliS§ R 6 & , 2 NJ Q&
classification as an Areas of Archaeological Importance undekribint Monuments and

Archaeological Areas Act 1979

In 2010 theYork Archaeological Trusad 107 employees and an income of £4.51 million and an
expenditure of £5.19 milliom the same period.

As an example of a typical medium siz@dhaeological unjtin 2010 theGlamorgan Gwent
Archaeological Trugtad 28 employees and an income of £872,000 and an expenditure of
£885,000.

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

In 2011 theMuseum of London Archaeology Servid®LAS$ became thévluseum of London
Archaeology{MOLA.

(All financial figures takemdm the
http://apps.charitycommission.gov.uk/showcharity/registerofcharities/ReqgisterHomePage.aspx
(accessed 20)Wwebsitewhich shows both a summgaiand the full public accounts of all

charities for the previous five years. As a new charity the accounkdiufseum of London
Archaeologywere unavailable at the time of writin@011) From 2015 all comparand office
details, including the latest oapanyaccountsare available free of charge from the Companies
House websitehttps://beta.companieshouse.gov.ukfaccessed 2015)
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2.2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL POST-EXCAVATION AND INTERPRETATION

The intoduction ofdeveloper funding, competitive tenderirend PPG1éhad a more
complicated effect upopost-excavation projectslue to both the continuation of existing
funding arrangements and the length of time it took to complete lgrgstexcavation projets.

The relatively sudden end of thdanpower Services Commission schetheg G KS I G S
a large number of abandoned or partially finisheastexcavation projectsvithout any direct
funding(Participant Interviewd1: 5, 22; Participant Intenaw 05: 31- 32; Participant Interview

06: 8- 9, 14, Participant Interviewl0: 12; Participant Interviewi6: 4.00, 23.00)and the

transition fromgrant fundingto developer fundinghad also left a large number of naleveloper
fundedarchaeological priectsdependent upon existingrant fundingarrangements until they
could work their way through to final publicatid¢Rarticipant Interviewi4: 29.0Q. All of these
abandoned or partially completegbst-excavation projectadded to locapublication baclogs
particularly in areas that had experiencetalding boomA y G KS YA R { 2Englishi S
Heritageand CADWherefore agreed to established a numbergrant fundedBacklog Programs
specifically designed to identify and complete nationallyegionally important nordeveloper
fundedpost-excavation projectas quickly and as efficiently as possiftarticipant InterviewdO:

15; Participant Interviewl6; 4.00, 22.0Q)and the largest of these was probably Becater
London Backlog Prograwhich started in 1991
(http://www.molas.org.uk/projects/annualReviews.asp?aryear=20@8cessed 2014);
Participant Interviewl4: 27.00; Participant Interviewd5; 4.30.

To cope with this additionagrant fundingand deal with their owmpost-excavation backlogs
many of the largearchaeological unitset upspecialist postexcavation teamsade up of
archaeologists with previous peskcavation experience or specific wrdiskillgParticipant
Interview10: 10, 15; Participant Interviewl6: 4.00) and thesespecialist posexcavation teams
then developed their owinternal postexcavation policy documentshich established specific
post-excavation procedures and a consigtén-house style, design and format for each
publication(Participant InterviewlO: 17- 20, 41, 53;Participant Interviewd1: 82) as well as the
internal quality control documentsequired to support bids for larger commercial tenders
(Participant Inteview 10: 18, 22)

However, the eveincreasing size and complexitypdstexcavation projectsneant that many
medium to large sizedostexcavation projed could take five to ten years to complete and very
large urbarmpost-excavation projectsould tale considerably longer, and this project length
exacerbated existingroject managemenproblems and highlighted the need batih focus
research upon the production of gkrchaeological Publicaticendto organise or structur@ost
excavation projectso that they eventually reached to some form of completion.
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF SELECTIVITY ( The 199006s)

In an attempt to directly address thegpeoject managemenproblems and ensure the most
effective use of theigrant fundingenglish Heritagbhad publshedManagement of

Archaeological Projecta 1989 which was intended to clarify the terms used in both the Frere
WSLE2 NI FyR GKS /dzyt AFFS wSLERNI>X FyR faz2 v
F NOKF S2€t23A0Ft LINE A& was théntrewised dpdiaed ansh éxténded ¢
in 1991 with the publication of 41 pagedocument entitledManagement of Archaeological
Projects2nd edition) whichaimed to build upon the basic mechanisms outlined in the earlier
Cunliffe Report and estéibha formal project management proceduvath regular critical

reviews for all medium to large scadechaeological projectsand this document became widely
known as MAP2.

)

a

English Heritag€1991) Management of Archaeological Projec{nd 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 Heritageas the main provider afrant funding with a mechanis to ensure:

1 Thatarchaeological projectwere properly planned, documented and effectively managed.

2 Thatarchaeological projectaere undertaken in line wittocal, regional and national research
priorities, usually contained within some formR&gionaResearch Design

3 That the archaeological information produced was subject to regular critical reviewahdation
againstan overallProject Design

4  That the results ofrchaeological projectsieet academic standards, and were promptly and
appropriatelydisseminated.

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
fundedarchaeological projectdased upon the assumption than initial decision to start the
archaeological project had already been taken. Pragect management structureonsisted 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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Figure7: MAP2 project management structure.(MAP2 1991figure 1)
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