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ABSTRACT 

 

Collaborating with communities has become an increasingly popular practice in 
archaeological projects all over the world. However, the strategies used for engaging 

communities have broad applications that are greatly determined by the social, economic 
and political climates of each region. How, then, are archaeologists supposed to ethically 

and professionally engage the communities their research impacts across these various 
contexts? Should there be a universal scale in which to measure and gauge community 

collaboration, and how can we assess that impact? My research uses strategies for 
assessing collaboration from various regions and disciplines, and applies them to an 

international context. Two archaeological projects in Greece and Jordan serve as the case 
study subjects for a formal assessment that measures levels of collaboration in five 

different categories and in two separate community groups. In conjunction with self-
assessments taken by the archaeologists and students associated with each project, the 

results form a tool that comprehensively represents the needs and goals of all stakeholders 
associated. Ideally, this tool can be utilized to enhance our understandings on how the 

communities we work with perceive our projects and what must be done in order to 
understand how the goals of archaeologists and communities intersect each other. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

“… All levels of professional activity, require an acknowledgment of public 
accountability and a commitment to make every reasonable effort, in good 
faith, to consult actively with affected group(s), with the goal of 
establishing a working relationship that can be beneficial to all parties 
involved.”  

- Watkins et al. 1995 

BACKGROUND 

The community’s role in the research, protection and management of cultural 

resources is a subject of much discussion within archaeology, yielding over 1,600 
publications on the subject within the last 50 years.  Many of these publications use the 

term collaboration as well as other similar terms including partnership, consultation, 
participation, involvement, and engagement in order to describe the complex 

relationships researchers have with various communities. Though, many of 
archaeologists argue that these terms are not synonymous and carry ethical implications 

and responsibilities for archaeologists to consider. The framework for the assessment 
tool I propose relies on key elements of these ethical responsibilities defined by 

archaeologists with respect to the term collaboration.  

For many scholars who call for collaboration as an ethical imperative in working 

with indigenous communities, understanding archaeology as a colonial practice is 
essential. In doing so, archaeologists can create relationships built on the understanding 

that the western mindset has had a great impact on the working relationships between 
archaeologists and indigenous communities. The effects of the western-centric thinking 
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of archaeologists in the United States has had a direct impact on the value placed on 

members of the indigenous community and also the value placed on the ancestral 
remains of these community members. This eventually influenced the enactment of the 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) in 1990, propelling 
the archaeology community into a working relationship with native communities in the 

United States. By law, archaeologists are now required to consult with the tribes and 
descendent communities impacted by matters of repatriation. However, consultation does 

not provide the same framework for active roles and partnerships that collaboration 
requires, as defined by Sonia Atalay in Indigenous Archaeology as Decolonizing Practice 

(2006).  What Atalay recognized was a need for the archaeological community to not 
merely consult with indigenous communities, but also to collaborate with them.  

In “Virtue ethics and the practice of history: Native Americans and archaeologists 

along the San Pedro Valley of Arizona,” Chip Colwell and T.J. Ferguson discuss how 
collaborative archaeology was undertaken within the context of a project that included 

the Tohono O’odham, Hopi, Zuni, and Western Apache tribes. This project, in 
recognition of the western-centric interpretive framework of history, seeks to understand 

the ethical and humanistic components of collaborative archaeology. Colwell and 
Ferguson emphasize that there is an inherent ethical premise that necessitates 

collaboration (Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2004). Included with this 
responsibility is the idea of virtue ethics, which identifies traits that lead to improved 

working relationships between archaeologists and descendant communities based on 
traits such as honesty, patience and respect (Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2004). 

Another framework for understanding collaboration is through the “collaboration 

continuum” discussed in Collaboration in Archaeological Practice: Engaging Descendant 
Communities. This continuum represents collaboration as a point on a spectrum that 

places different levels of community engagement on a scale, in which the relationship 
with the affected community is defined by either resistance, participation or collaboration 
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(Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008). This continuum also identifies dimensions 

in which these relationships are defined that incorporate elements of community of 
engagement that can best be used to identify areas that these relationships impact. 

Outside of work with indigenous communities some archaeologists regard the 

public as a group that archaeologists are professionally and ethically accountable to. In 
this scenario archaeology can be defined as a public service in which knowledge about 

heritage should be made accessible to the numerous interested publics that are affected 
by these projects (Little and Zimmerman 2010).  In essence, “in all levels of professional 

activity, require an acknowledgment of public accountability and a commitment to make 
every reasonable effort, in good faith, to consult actively with affected group(s), with the 

goal of establishing a working relationship that can be beneficial to all parties involved” 
(Watkins et al. 1995).  

These ethical discussions begin to reveal the complex communities, publics, and 

levels of involvement that are at play in collaborative archaeology. These examples serve 
as my framework for identifying the commonalities inherent in archaeological 

collaboration with communities. It is from these frameworks that I draw the ideas 
necessary in developing an assessment that Archaeologists can use in understanding their 

project’s role in collaboration and identify weaknesses in their relationships with their 
interested publics in order to continue to improve such working relationships. 

PURPOSE OF STUDY 

 In the examples outlined above, the complexities of collaboration are heavily 
influenced by the political, social, and geographic contexts of communities. However, 

these examples only involve contexts associated with communities in North America. 
The purpose of my assessment is not only to create a structure for archaeologists to 

measure these aspects of collaboration, but to also apply them to international contexts. It 
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is for this purpose that I collected data from the communities I worked with in Greece 

and Jordan in order to investigate how context affects the parameters of collaboration. 

 The expressed need to evaluate and assess levels of collaboration is not a new 
concept in archaeology, in fact my version of such assessments are derived from several 

examples that currently exist within the discipline and outside of it. The need for 
collecting the opinions of community members in a systematic way has been proposed 

and applied by some archaeologists in Canada. John Welch employed an evaluation 
based upon the “collaboration continuum” discussed previously. In this evaluation, 

Welch wanted to incorporate the different elements outlined in the continuum into a 
rubric-style evaluation and visually represent responses from the Sliammon First Nation 

in the form of graphs, providing a means for archaeologists to visually align these 
answers with their ideal goals of their collaborative relationship (Welch et al. 2011). 

Guilfoyle and Hogg took the evaluation method developed by Welch and developed 
questions that were distributed widely across archaeological heritage management 

projects in British Columbia, Canada (Guilfoyle and Hogg 2015). Another evaluation 
proposal comes from Evaluating Community Archaeology in the UK, where it is 

determined that there is a lack of research regarding the efficacy of archaeological 
projects and their alignment with the community’s desired benefits. One of the methods 

proposed in order to solve this issue is a “self-reflexive approach” where archaeologists 
critically evaluate their own impacts and efficacy (Simpson and Williams 2008). There 

has also been discussion about the role of students in collaborative projects, and whether 
or not collaborative projects that involve archaeological field schools are teaching the 

conservation ethic in an intentional in integrative way (Mills et al. 2008). 

METHODS 

These discussions and applications lead me to identify key areas that need 

evaluation, and ultimately influenced the main structure of my form of evaluation. My 
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assessment is organized into three parts that incorporate elements of the assessment 

discussed above as a set of interview questions where (1) A Self-Assessment 
Questionnaire is completed by the archaeological directors of the projects,  (2) A 

Community Assessment Questionnaire is completed by the affected communities as 
defined by the projects, and (3) A Student Assessment Questionnaire is completed by the 

students who participated in the field schools associated with these projects.  The aim of 
this assessment is not solely for each project’s progress to be evaluated by myself, but 

also to provide a means for archaeologists to better understand their relationships with 
affected communities, have a framework for goal setting, gauge the proliferation of the 

collaboration ethic among their students, and, ultimately improve archaeology as 
civically engaged discipline. 

This thesis begins by examining the numerous and diverse theoretical approaches 

to collaboration and community engagement within archaeology as well as a broader 
range of disciplines such as anthropology, historic preservation, and heritage 

conservation. These theoretical frameworks are used to launch a deeper discussion on the 
nuanced differences between community participation, collaboration, and other labels 

that fall on the engagement spectrum and their ethical implications. This section is also 
used to discuss the ways in which these theoretical approaches present themselves in the 

ever growing methods of assessing collaboration. Subsequently the individual case 
studies of this thesis are discussed in respect to their individual project models, goals, 

and methodologies of collaboration. Along with the details of the two projects, I discuss 
their contextual histories to explore how archaeology has been conducted historically in 

their project areas, as well as the relationships archaeologists have had with local 
stakeholders in the past. After the projects’ details and contextual histories are discussed 

I present my methodological approach to assessing collaboration, and provide the results 
of the individual project assessments. The results, along with a reflection on the 

assessment instrument and application, are used to discuss the best practices and 
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appropriateness of this type of evaluation with respect to the individual projects and their 

geographical contexts. In the final chapter of this thesis, I present conclusions about this 
research, followed by suggestions for opportunities for further research and 

operationalization. 
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2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 

“… archaeologists might take a more reflexive approach and 
contextualize the present situation by tracing archaeologists’ … current 
position of power to both colonization and the historical reality of the 
egregious acts that led to the collections held by museums, universities, 
and historical societies internationally.”  

- Atalay 2006 

 

The subjects of this study are self-identified as “collaborative” archaeological 
projects, rather than public, participatory, or any other term that connotes some aspect of 

public involvement. The term “collaborative” used in this context requires a specific 
level of engagement, and involves a particular set of ethics that distinguishes it from 

other types of community engagement found along the collaborative spectrum. In this 
sense, collaboration is best defined through its relationship to the many other forms of 

community engagement, the publics that are engaged, and the methods that are 
employed. However, discussions about collaboration are not limited to archaeology, they 

also exist in an interdisciplinary sphere that consists of professionals and academics 
involved in applied anthropology, heritage conservation, natural resource management, 

and many other fields.  

As with the definition of collaboration, complexity is found in assessing and 
evaluating levels of community engagement in relation to archaeology and other forms 

of cultural and natural resource management. The idea that engagement can be measured 
and evaluated is growing in popularity in various disciplines, which have begun to form 
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distinct sets of approaches.  In order to navigate these complexities and clarify the 

terminology used in this thesis, this chapter investigates how different disciplines define 
theoretical frameworks for the many forms of community and public engagement, and 

identifies the methods used to assess and evaluate community engagement. 

COLLABORATIVE THEORY AND METHODS: ARCHAEOLOGY AND BEYOND 

What is Collaboration? 

 Collaboration is a term that refers to a type of relationship, in this case between a 
researcher and a community, which connotes a specific type of interaction within the 

scope of civic engagement. The term ‘civic engagement’ is an important lens from which 
to view these types of interactions because it suggests a level of involvement that 

recognizes the direct impacts one’s research has on a group’s livelihood. Being a 
civically engaged researcher requires the realization that archaeology is not objectively 

removed from the political realities of their communities, and some even argue for 
archaeologists to be more politically involved as advocates, activists, and vindicationists 

(Little and Zimmerman 2010; Shackel 2005). Whether referred to as community 
collaboration, civic engagement, public outreach, or co-learning, these labels—

sometimes mistakenly used interchangeably—have their own nuanced meanings.   

 Sonya Atalay’s definition of collaboration in “We don’t talk about Çatalhöyük, 
we live it”  involves a power dynamic that includes descendent communities in 

archaeological practice, and also involves elements such as reciprocity, shared benefits, 
and power sharing on all levels (Atalay 2010). Chip Colwell-Chanthaphohn and T.J. 

Ferguson’s model for the collaborative continuum (2008) utilizes these same elements of 
collaboration, and expands on them by conceptualizing collaboration as part of a 

spectrum (Table 1). One of the benefits of conceptualizing of collaboration and other 
forms of engagement on a spectrum is that it allows for researchers to understand aspects 
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of their projects on a dynamic scale. This scale then creates a vocabulary that moves 

beyond a simplistic understand of whether or not a project is collaborative, but rather on 
what level is the community being engaged? 

 

 Archaeologists, however, aren’t the only group conceptualizing community 
engagement in this way. Applied anthropologists, natural and resource conservationists, 

and researchers from many other professional backgrounds have used similar models in 
their own work, highlighting the diverse applications of this framework. One particularly 

thorough model, developed in the field of higher education, is universal enough for 
archaeologists like Barbara J. Little to adopt as a framework for her own work (Little 

2007). In “Educating for Citizenship,” Caryn McTighe Musil develops a framework for 
understanding the “faces/phases of citizenship” (Musil 2003) by using markers of a 

project’s relationship with its community (levels of knowledge and benefits) and 
definition of community to place it within a specific phase and level of civic scope 

(Table 2). Further evidence to the universal nature of Musil’s framework comes in 
comparing her model with the collaborative continuum model. In many ways Colwell-

Chanthaphonh and Ferguson’s (2008) three-phase model nests neatly in Musil’s (2003) 
six-phase model. For example, what Musil refers to as ‘exclusionary’ and ‘oblivious’ has 

many similarities to the ‘resistance’ phase described by Colwell-Chanthaphonh and 
Ferguson. In both models these phases tend to be exclusory in nature with many aspects 

Table 1: The Collaborative Continuum. Source: Colwell and Ferguson 2008. 
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of the project inaccessible to community members. Given these similarities it seems that 

understanding collaboration can occur and be improved through the lens of various 
disciplines concerned with issues of community engagement. 

 

Who is the Public/Community? 

 Archaeologists engaging with communities can use a lexicon of phrases to 

describe their practice. Outside of ‘collaborative archaeology,’ the phrase used to 
describe an archaeologist’s work often refers to their target communities, such as 

Indigenous archaeology or African-American archaeology. Archaeologists often 
presuppose that these communities “pre-exists the arrival of the archaeologist … [and] 

Phase Community Is: Civic Scope Levels of Knowledge Benefits

Exclusionary only your own civic 

disengagement

one vantage point(yours); 

monocultural

a few and only for 

a while

Oblivious a resource to mine civic detachment observation skills; largely 

monocultural

one party

Naïve a resource to engage civic amnesia no history; no vantage point; 

acultural

random people

Charitable a resource that needs 

assistance

civic altruism awareness of deprivations; 

affective kindliness and 

respect; multicultural but yours 

is still the norm center

the giver's 

feelings and the 

sufferer's 

immediate needs

Reciprocal a resource to 

empower and be 

empowered by

civic engagement legacies of inequality; values of 

partnering; intercultural 

competency; arts of democracy; 

multiple vantage points; 

multicultural

society as a whole 

in the present

Generative an interdependent 

resource filled with 

possibilities

civic prosperity struggles for democracy; 

interconnectedness; analysis of 

interlocking systems; 

intercultural cometencies; arts 

of democracy; multiple 

interactive vantage points; 

multicultural

everyone now and 

in the future

Table 2: Faces/Phases of Citizenship and Community Engagement. Source: Musil 2003. 



20 | M i l l e r  
 
 

that such communities have an established sense of identity, which is grounded in what 

they perceive as their past as represented by certain kinds of material” (Carman 2011).  
However, what defines community is not always what the archaeologist imposes on a 

group, which can sometimes conflict with how an individuals define their own 
community. The general populace archaeologists interface with can viewed as ‘the 

public,’ but the communities that comprise the public can be both simple and complex, 
singular and plural, fluid and rigid, subjective and objective. So, how then can 

archaeologists both understand and utilize the various identities imbedded in the publics 
and communities the engage with? 

 In “What is Community Archaeology,” Yvonne Marshall describes what she has 

identified throughout her experience in community-based projects as two basic forms of 
communal association—“of groups that reside close to the project’s impact area, and 

groups that are descendants of those who once resided at or near the project site” 
(Marshall 2002). These definitions of community are broad enough to be inclusive of 

scenarios in which the descendants of a site’s historical residents may no longer live in 
the project area, and vice versa (e.g., McDavid 2002; Moser et al. 2002). Others regard 

archaeological heritage as a resource, protected and stewarded for the benefit of 
humankind. This may seem straightforward; however, as Alison Wylie explains, the 

stewardship of resources has an infinite potential for stakeholders, and this requires 
archaeologists to thoughtfully consider their interactions with communities to identify 

“what interests are legitimate, [and] how these interests should be weighed…” (Wylie 
2005). Ultimately there is no quick or easy answer for defining community, however if a 

community-based archaeology is desired, archaeologist must be willing to grapple with 
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the multitude of stakeholders, their goals, and desires in order to achieve a level of 

stewardship that more equitably benefits all parties involved. 

 

Why Should We Collaborate, and How? 

The question of ‘why should we collaborate?’ can be answered in terms of either 

how an archaeologist benefits from collaboration, or the ethical imperatives that exist for 
collaborating. There are compelling answers for both parts of this question, and these are 

not necessarily in conflict with each other or mutually exclusive. Firstly, there are many 
practical benefits to the researcher in collaborating with communities, one of them 

affording archaeologists the opportunity to strengthen our understanding of the past and 
to “ask questions of the past we would not otherwise consider, to see archaeological 

remains in a new light and to think in new ways about how the past informs the present” 
(Marshall 2002). Unfortunately, there are many instances where ‘collaborating’ with 

communities provides a great benefit to the researcher while simultaneously excluding or 
even harming the participating community members. In fact, the history of archaeology 

as a colonial enterprise is steeped in examples of this very dilemma where “research was 
also carried out for the benefit of Western scholars, was (re)produced using Western 

methods of recording history …  and was taught in Western institutions of higher 
learning or sold to Western public audiences” (Atalay 2006). 

The role of colonialism in archaeology, known well to the followers of Marx and 

Foucault, has been an inseparable reality of anthropological history and has shaped the 
discipline’s goals since its establishment. In Asad’s From the History of Colonial 
Anthropology to the Anthropology of Western Hegemony, the historical framework for 
anthropology begins with colonialism as a means to “classify non-European humanity in 

ways that would be consistent with Europe’s story of triumph as progress” (1991). Said 
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similarly writes about colonial influences on archaeology, and discusses the voices of 

those who were studied by anthropologists as members of a “primitive” society. In 
Representing the Colonized” Anthropology’s Interlocutors, Said astutely argues then 

“thus to see Others not as ontologically given but as historically constituted would be to 
erode the exclusivist biases we so often ascribe to cultures, our own not least” (1989). 

The same hegemonic bias can be seen in how colonial institutions have managed 
heritage resources, as exemplified in Alissandra Cummin’s (2004) discussion of 

Caribbean cultural identity in Memory, Museums and the Making of Meaning: A 
Caribbean Perspective. In this paper, the author discusses how for many cultures the 

preservation focus on physical pieces of heritage is largely representative of the colonial 
institutions that stripped the cultural value and meaning of these objects from the context 

of those whose identity they are defined by, to be used to further western institutions 
(Cummins 2004). Decolonizing archaeology and heritage conservation has since 

emerged as both a practice and ethical imperative that seeks to bring indigenous, 
descendant, and marginalized stakeholders to the forefront of the narrative. 

Many of the ethical codes established by various archaeological societies give no 

imperative to collaborative research, some exceptions to this being the Society for 
American Archaeology code of ethics and efforts by museum professionals to form 

guidelines for collaborative work involving moveable material culture and 
documentation (ex. ATALM 2015 Meeting, seminar on Protocols for Native American 

Archival Materials). However, this does not mean that collaboration is without ethical 
merit. In fact, many scholars believe that collaboration is a part of responsible 

archaeological research which should “in all levels of professional activity, require an 
acknowledgment of public accountability and a commitment to make every reasonable 

effort, in good faith, to consult actively with affected group(s), with the goal of 
establishing a working relationship that can be beneficial to all parties involved. 

(Watkins et al., 1995: 33). According to Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson (2004: 7), 
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there is a value of collaboration that is compatible with academic goals “through 

incorporating new epistemological angles, foster coalitions with stakeholders who share 
similar concerns and practice ethical research in a way that both responds to and reflects 

the values of Native peoples.” However, Colwell and Ferguson also emphasize the 
inherent ethical premise that necessitates collaboration.  

Luckily, many archaeologists don’t leave other archaeologists only with a strong 
mandate for collaboration, they also provide reflections on their own experiences for 
how we should collaborate. Practicing collaboration through a postprocessual lens with 
multivocal interpretation and self-reflexivity are themes echoed throughout collaborative 
research, not only as being essential in person-to-person interaction but also as a value to 
the discipline as a whole.  Watkins and Ferguson in “Working with and Working for 
Indigenous Communities” recognize the invaluable contributions indigenous 
perspectives bring through “oral traditions about archaeological sites, native 
classification of natural resources and material culture, knowledge about native 
technology and insights about humanistic and spiritual motivations in past human 
activities” (2005: 1376). Cummins also stresses the importance of a multivocal lens 
arguing that it “has the potential to encourage understanding about other non-object-
oriented means of conveying histories and interpreting cultures, and crucially 
acknowledging finally the indelible link between human rights and human heritage” 
(Cummins 2014: 28). These examples serve to illustrate that western epistemologies, as a 
form of knowledge, do not fully capture the interpretation of the past, and that 
communities can have an equal role in interpretation. In essence, “the embrace of 
multivocality leads to true community collaboration” (Silverman 2011: 155). Practicing 
collaboration and multivocality is not always not always an easy feat and requires a spirit 
of self-reflexivity. This requires a set of personal ethics that can be understood through 
the idea of the virtue ethic, which encapsulates, some of the following traits (Colwell and 
Ferguson 2004: 19). 

Cooperativeness Honesty Patience 
Courteousness Humility Respect 

Friendliness 
Long-term 

commitment 
Sensitivity 

Generosity Not patronizing To be oneself 
Good listening Openness Willingness to learn 
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The intention of such a list is to “offer a gateway, not an absolute or exhaustive 

catalogue, to consider which virtues might guide archaeologists’ responses to the 
environment in which collaborative research takes place today” (Colwell and Ferguson 

2004: 20).  

Managing this multitude of stakeholders, goals, and accountability through the 
monitoring of our own actions makes collaboration a task and responsibility that should 

not be underestimated or taken lightly. In her own experience, Marshall describes 
collaboration as extremely time consuming, deeply frustrating, humbling and challenging 

in unanticipated ways—but it is also rewarding in ways that transcend narrow academic 
accolades.” (Marshall 2002: 218). In order to remain accountable, self-reflexive, 

maintain community input, and manage the more challenges aspects of collaboration, 
some archaeologists have taken to creating new tools. In the final portion of this chapter I 

present the theories and methods that researchers have developed for assessing and 
evaluating collaboration based on the various theoretical elements just discussed.  

ASSESSING AND EVALUATING COLLABORATION 

 Although the sections above only skimmed the surface of existing research on 
collaboration in archaeology, it is evident that investigations of the subject abound. Until 

recently, research on applying these concepts in an evaluative format has been scarce. 
However, in alignment with the sharp increase of community-based, collaborative 

archaeology projects in recent years, so too emerged more research and innovative ideas 
on evaluating these projects. Though there have been diverse ideas on how to approach 

this idea, most proposals have incorporated ways to measure types of benefits, levels of 
participation, efficacy in communication, and overall satisfaction. Some of the notable 

projects that have undertaken and tested this concept range from archaeology to the 
natural sciences; however, all scholars ultimately approach this issue from a project 

management perspective, both qualitatively and quantitatively. 
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Qualitative Methods 

 Some research sought methods of evaluation that were purely qualitative in 

nature. The projects that proposed these methods had the tendency to use descriptive 
language, complex categories, and an emphasis on narrative forms of self-reflexivity as 

tools to tackle this issue.   

In “Reflection on Research with, for, and Among Indigenous Peoples,” Charles 
Menzies proposes a set of what he refers to as ‘protocols’ for anthropological researchers 

working with North American Indigenous communities to follow. These protocols are, in 
essence, a set of guidelines that aid the researcher in maintaining contact with the 

participating indigenous community. This protocols involve four steps that can be 
paraphrased as (1) Initiate dialogue to discuss project plans, (2) refine research plans in 

consultation with Nation, (3) conduct research being sure to pair university based 
researchers and community members together, and (4) maintain contact with community 

members throughout the writing, analysis, revision, and distribution phase of the project 
(Menzies 2011). Ideally the researcher will refer to these guidelines and evaluate their 

progress through these steps as they develop their research skills. Other projects 
internationally have devised similar lists as a type of rule-based self-evaluation (e.g., 

Chirikure and Pwiti 2008), which ultimately function as an informal best practices tool.  

Other projects have developed more complex models and terminology designed 

for the researcher to use in placing their project within a category. In archaeological 
practice Williams and Simpson have been using this technique to evaluate “whether 

community archaeology projects are currently effective at achieving the desired and 
perceived benefits of community dialogue and participation in archaeology” (Williams 

and Simpson 2008: 70). Through the “accrued knowledge of long-term observation and 
engagement with projects” (Simpson and Williams 2008: 71) researchers are to analyze 

if their espoused values aligned with the actual project outcome (Table 3) within the 
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scope of the project’s social, educational, economic, and political goals (Simpson 2009). 

Similar models have been effective in managing the natural environment in regions 
where the local indigenous populations base their livelihood off of shared public land 

(Plumer and Armitage 2007; Berkes 2009). Though these models are concerned with 
concepts like adaptive co-management and social-ecological resilience, they exemplify 

how categorical self-evaluations can be a useful management tool. 

Quantitative Methods 

Two important elements that were missing from the examples of qualitative 
methods discussed above were evaluations based on statistical analyses and a framework 

for community input. Though these frameworks included language that made it easy to 

Table 3: XArch Project Evaluation. Source: Simpson 2009. 
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draw comparisons based on specialized knowledge about their projects and communities, 

simple statistical calculations have the ability to reveal patterns that may not be easily 
discernible or communication on a strictly qualitative model. The models discussed 

below are not all strictly quantitative, but all have measurable components. Additionally, 
most of the models include input from collaborative community groups that allow for a 

level of accountability not achievable solely based on self-reflexive methods. 

In “Field Schools without Trowels,” Mills and her colleagues (2008 describe the 
methods they used for measuring the perceived benefits of the University of Arizona 

Archaeological Field School for members of the White Mountain Apache Tribe they 
collaborate with. In order to assess the benefits of archaeological collaboration to tribal 

members economically, managerially and educationally, the authors sought a tool that 
“provided a measurable goal by which we could develop an educational and research 

program.” (Mills et al. 2008: 44). The tool they identified to be most suitable for their 
project is known as the 51 Percent Rule or the “Kane Rule,” which is a standard that 

ensures a majority (or over 50 percent) of benefits are accrued to tribal members. This 
process allowed the tribal members and field school directors identify areas of weakness 

within their research program, and create a more transparent and equitable environment. 

This assessment was built upon by researchers involved in a Community-Based 
Heritage Research and Stewardship Program with the Sliammon First Nations with the 

creation of a new assessment tool that combined several theoretical elements discussed 
earlier in this chapter with a simple rubric. This design was intended “for use in 

identifying varied interests embedded in a collaborative program and in determining to 
what extent these interests overlap” (Welch et al. 2011: 178). The assessment’s 

components utilized the theory imbedded in the collaborative continuum concept 
(Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008) along with different levels of community to 

create a model (Table 4) from with derive a scoring rubric (Table 5). The rubric was 
administered to members of the Sliammon First Nations involved in the project and 
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asked to score on a scale from one to nine how the project performed in each dimension 

of collaboration. The scores were then averaged and converted into a percentage to 
provide a visual representation of how the community members scored the project versus 

the “ideal”, which in this case is 100 percent (Fig. 1). 

Dimension Resistance Participation Collaboration

Ownership/Goal Setting 
Goals develop in 

opposition

Goals develop 

independently
Goals develop jointly

Information Flow-Type 

and Amount

Disclosures are stifled 

or strategic

Disclosures are 

limited

Disclosures are 

free/abundant

Engagement Depth and 

Breadth

Constituent 

participation non-

existant or coerced

All constituents 

involved superficially 

or at some depth

Constituents 

participation limited 

only by law, policy, or 

agreement

Reciprocity Extractive approach Some balance
Balanced, unlimited, 

expansive

Alignment with 

Community Values

Criticism or 

opposition
Some alignment

Support is ex/implicit 

and total

Alignment with Regional 

Values

Criticism or 

opposition
Some alignment

Support is ex/implicit 

and total

Alignment with Provincial 

Values

Criticism or 

opposition
Some alignment

Support is ex/implicit 

and total

Alignment with National 

Values

Criticism or 

opposition
Some alignment

Support is ex/implicit 

and total

Table 4: Welch's Eight Collaborative Dimensions – Adapted from Colwell and Ferguson 
2008. Source: Welch et al. 2011. 

Table 5: Assessment Rubric and Results. Source: Welch et al. 
2011. 

Figure 1: Assessment Graphed Results. Source: Welch et 
al. 2011. 
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In “Towards and Evaluation-Based Framework of Collaborative Archaeology” 

David Guilfoyle and Erin Hogg used Welch’s model to analyze 14 projects in Western 
Australia at varying levels of engagement and test the evaluative efficacy of the model. 

They also identified other areas of engagement defined by various researchers to define 
more attributes from which to evaluate (Fig. 2). The authors conclude that the process 

was informative and would improve with refinement from application to other projects. 
They firmly believe that formal evaluations such as this should be the “preliminary 

mechanism to advance a ‘socially useful heritage’” (Guilfoyle and Hogg 2015: 119). 

My own model refines the quantitative models outlined in this chapter by 

incorporating some qualitative elements. It is clear that each method discussed had 
strengths and weaknesses, and many would be difficult to disseminate as is to a broader 

international audience. As will be discussed in depth in this subsequent chapter, my two 
case studies have some similar elements, but varying degrees of levels of engagement, 

Figure 2: Results of Western Australia Projects Evaluation. Source: Guilfoyle and Hogg 2015. 
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project goals, community size, and cultural and historical context. After an introduction 

of these case studies and discussion of their nuanced approaches to collaboration, I will 
discuss my own methodologies and how they contribute to the ongoing conversation on 

assessing collaboration. 
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3 PROJECT DETAILS AND CONTEXTUAL HISTORIES 

 

The two archaeological projects that I was privileged to observe and participate in 
both take place in an international setting; however, they differ greatly in relation to their 
geographical, chronological, and historical contexts. Due to the diversity of these factors, 
the results of their assessment allows for testing of the theoretical and methodological 
concepts that were introduced in Chapter 2, and these will be discussed in more detail in 
the rest of the thesis. Chapter 3 provides an overview of the historical impact 
archaeology has had on each of the project’s respective regions and communities, and 
outlines the ways in which the projects define, model, and utilize their own collaborative 
methods. 

PARRHASIAN HERITAGE PARK OF THE PELOPONNESOS (PHP) 

History of Archaeology and Heritage Management in Greece 

 Greece’s identity as a modern autonomous state began after the War of 
Independence from the Ottoman Turks between 1821-1832. Almost immediately after 

the establishment of this new government, Greece used its material culture to unify its 
citizens to a national Greek identity and minimalize colonial influence, whether by 

destruction of Ottoman Islamic sites, or through the condemnation of the removal of 
Classical Greek heritage by foreign agents like the Earl of Elgin (Fig. 3) in the early 

nineteenth century (Stubbs and Makas 2011; Sakellariadi 2008, Sakellariadi 2010).    This 
sentiment was reflected throughout Greek legislation from its inception to modern day. 

Explicitly expressed in the first legislative decree regarding the protection of heritage in 
1834, Greece stated that “all antiquities inside Greece, because they are works of the 

ancestors of the Greek people, are regarded as national possessions of all the Greeks in 
general” (Petrakos 1982: 132), and adds in 1899 that “all antiquities in Greece, no matter 
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where they lie, in public or private property, movable or non-movable, from the most 

ancient time and onwards, belong to the state” (Petrakos 1982: 141). This legislation led 
to the formation of the Greece’s State Archaeological service, an entity under the 

Ministry of Culture that maintains complete administrative power and ownership over 
excavations and archaeological material. While the state is the primary employer of 

heritage professionals and arguably comes into contact with the public the most often, 
some have accused of its role as being more private and exclusionary in nature than 

would be assumed (Papathanassiou 2002; Sakellariadi 2008; Sakellariadi 2010).  

Figure 3:View down a long gallery containing the Parthenon sculptures or 'Elgin marbles', visitors 
viewing and drawing the objects, light streaming from the windows let in the roof; illustration to 
'London Interiors' (1841-44). Source: British Museum. 
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This level of state control has been both a challenge and aid to national and 
international archaeologists and heritage conservators seeking to engage the public in 

their work. The Greek government’s singular focus on classical archaeology and an 
aesthetic-centric view on heritage is that it “has led to the isolation of Greek 

archaeology…from the Greek people” (Sakellariadi 2010: 514). Many archaeologists in 
Greece have also discussed how the state’s narrow scope of archaeological significance 

within the Classical period has led to an inappropriate interpretation of Greece’s past 
(Osborne 2004), which often leaves out the research and protection of sites, buildings, 

and traditional practices most important to their respective communities (Sakellariadi 
2008). Out of this reality, creative methods of public engagement have emerged 

throughout Greece by either working within the framework of Greece’s heritage 
legislation, or by proposing new legislation to expand the opportunity for public 

involvement. Examples of these initiatives are found among educational institutions that 
are creating interdisciplinary programs that connect students and publics with 

archaeological projects (e.g., Aristotle University of Thessaloniki Museum Studies 
Program), and individuals taking advantage of the new legislation allowing sponsorship 

of cultural property, making heritage protection “more inclusive and more public than 
ever” in Greece (Sakellariadi 2008: 324). 

The Parrhasian Heritage Park of the Peloponnesos is an example of an 

international project that uses the legislative framework established by the Greek 
government as a means to counteract some of the narrow focus Greece has had 

historically in terms of heritage conservation. In 2002, a law for the Protection of 
Antiquities and Cultural Heritage in General was passed. This law allowed for the 

recognition of the wider cultural heritage resources of Greece, “whether ancient or 
modern, moveable or immovable, intangible or tangible” (Stubbs and Makas 2011: 331), 

and allows for their legal protection. Additionally, the Constitutional of 1975 in Article 
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24 calls for the protection of the “environment in its broad sense, i.e. both the natural and 

the man-made environment” (Kapelouzos 2002), make matters of both natural and 
cultural resources inseparably linked, bolstered by similar legislation passed in 2008. 

Within this legal framework a protective area that incorporates the aspects of the natural 
environment, material culture, and intangible culture, such as the likes of the Parrhasian 

Heritage Park, have a means for creation.   

 

Project Model/Goals 

 The Parrhasian Heritage Park of the Peloponnesos, Greece’s first large scale 
cultural heritage park, was an idea that emerged from the Mt. Lykaion Excavation and 

Survey Project (Fig. 4) located at the famous Sanctuary of Lykaion Zeus in the 
mountains of Arcadia.  The project, known as a synergasia, is a collaborative undertaking 

that began in 2004 under the direction of the Greek Archaeological Service, the 5th 
Ephoreia of Prehistoric and Classical Antiquities in Sparta and then the 39th Ephoreia of 

Prehistoric and Classical Antiquities in Tripolis, and the University of Pennsylvania 
Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology and the University of Arizona, under the 

auspices of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens. The co-directors Dr. 
David Romano and Dr. Mary Voyatzis worked together with the appropriate Greek 

Ephor. As early as 2004 the idea of a cultural heritage park, was already a stated 
objective of the Mt. Lykaion project and the directors worked together with these many 

stakeholders to see the opportunities that a broader approach to heritage conservation 
presents. It is important to mention that the original idea of the cultural heritage park, 

proposed by Romano and the US excavation team in 2004, was immediately embraced 
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by the local community of Ano Karyes as their ‘own’ project and was publicized from 

the village itself. 

The Parrhasian Heritage Park is still in the proposal stage and has not been 
submitted to the Greek legislature, though much work has been done in creating 

infrastructure, in one area of the park, and fostering community participation. Its 
proposed area is nestled within the mountains in the western Peloponnesus (Fig. 5) and is 

estimated to cover a total of 670 sq. kilometers of land. The plan of the Parrhasian 
Heritage Park in essence is to promote and foster “communities living in balance with a 

protected landscape” (Romano et al. 2010: 5) through sustaining local livelihoods 
through the stewardship and protection of the natural and cultural resources within the 

Park’s boundary. The ultimate goal is to create and support the maintenainance and 
strengthening of local residents’ economic well being and cultural tradition while 

ensuring the “natural, archaeological, scenic, and recreational resources” of the region 
remain for the benefit of future residents and visitors. These goals, however, are 

considered unachievable without with the stewardship and collaboration of local stake 

Figure 4: Archaeologists of the Mt. Lykaion Excavation & Survey Project working at the altar of Zeus. Source: Romano 
et al. 2010 
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holders with the various park planners. The following elements were presented as the 

means through which the park vision can be realized: 

Regional Identity: 

The Parrhasian Heritage Park seeks to connect the historic, archaeological, natural, 

and cultural resources of aspects of three prefectures of the Peloponnesus, western 
Arcadia, southern Elis and northern Messenia, in order to promote and foster the 

growth of cultural pride, stewardship, cultural continuity, and tourism.  

Community: 

The Parrhasian Heritage Park strives to collaborate with the many communities, 
including local, as well as regional and national governments in order to promote a 

shared ownership of cultural resources, and to ultimately lead to success through 
participation. 

Planning: 

Figure 5: Parrhasian Heritage Park Locator Map and Proposed Boundary. Source: Romano et al. 2014 
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The Parrhasian Heritage Park was developed in part to be a planning model. This 

model emphasizes that holistic heritage management is essential to prosperity in the 
region, and Is optimally accomplished by protecting the regions diverse natural 

resources, preserving the rich archaeological resources, and promoting recreational 
opportunities such as hiking to encourage the overall health of the population. 

Future goals of the park are to develop architectural design guidelines encourage 

sustainable use of resources and promote infrastructure design that is compatible with the 
pre-existing cultural elements. These plans also include plans of creating a research 

center at the heart of Ano Karyes, a village in the proposed park area, in order to 
continue to promote education for scholars, students and visitors.  Community 

engagement occurs on many levels in this project and involve public meetings where 
community leaders and members are updated on PHP plans at which some support is 

marshaled from local businesses. In addition there is community participation in the 
excavations and there exists some interest in the maintenance of the park area. There also 

are many other forms of long term and short term involvement.  

This project’s large scope, long-term relationship with the community, and 
diversity in goals made for an ideal environment to test methods of assessing community 

engagement on various levels. With such a large project area the potential for impact 
spans a large and diverse range of communities, each with their own goals, desire for 

involvement, and attitudes toward archaeology and the creation of the Park. The potential 
for an assessment of a project such as this can prove an invaluable tool in compiling and 

managing changing opinions about the project in specific areas (i.e., archaeology, 
tourism, or heritage activities). 
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KHIRBET AL-MUKHAYYAT COMMUNITY BASED ARCHAEOLOGICAL PROJECT (KM 

CBAP) 

History of Archaeology and Heritage Management in Jordan 

 What is now currently known as the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, much like 
Greece, has experienced waves of colonial occupation and has a strong centralized 

government that promotes state identity through archaeological heritage. Though unlike 
Greece, Jordan’s identity as a state independent of colonial rule has only occurred in 

recent history (1946). Early archaeologists’ relationship to the Levant can be understood 
through the romanticized lens of Orientalism where the past inhabitants of the sites in 

question are glorified, and their descendants viewed as “unenlightened, ignorant 
mismanagers of the decaying remnants of the glorious past” (DeVries 2013: 132). This 

relationship is depicted in artist David Robert’s famous paintings of Levantine 
archaeological sites in the mid-nineteenth century (Fig. 6), where local inhabitants are 

almost always shown as exotic bystanders, or ethnographic objects part of the scenery 
rather than agents of change (Gere 2009).  The exclusion of local descendent 

communities and inhabitants from many of the benefits of archaeological investigation 
has a had lasting psychological and practical impact, where long standing practices of 

uprooting communities thought of as “squatters” and using locals as cheap unskilled 
labor has led to “radically reduced access to the antiquities landscape, loss of income 

from catering and selling to tourists, and loss of a share in income from tourism services” 
(DeVries 2013: 135), as well as a distrust of the intentions of archaeologists (Brand 

2001; Tarawneh 2000).  
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Figure 6:  Views of Al-Khazneh, Petra and St. Catherine’s, Sinai, circa 1842-9, David Roberts 

 Since Jordan gained independence for British rule it has used archaeology in 

forming the Jordanian national identity, transforming the field of study into a “political 
instrument at the disposal of the postcolonial state” (Maffii 2009: 5). This nationalistic 

agenda has proliferated the public education system and has influenced the interpretation 
of the past throughout many of the local museums. Nearing completion, Jordan’s 

National Museum has been planned from its genesis to become the storyteller of Jordan, 
using the country’s archaeological heritage and recent history to connect patrons to its 

past, emphasizing that “this museum is first and foremost for Jordanians, then for 
tourists” (Abu-Ragheb 2010: 56). This movement has also spurred interests in matters of 

heritage on a broader scale than just archaeology, suggesting new approaches to heritage 
conservation that connect a broader range of heritage, taking into account tangible and 

intangible cultural resources, educational opportunities, collaborative initiatives and 
economic stimulus (Al-Rawashdeh and Alsubeh 2013; Al-Rabady 2013). Many foreign 
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national led archaeological projects have taken Jordan’s lead in bringing the Jordanian 

narrative to the forefront of research, resulting in an increase in grassroots/community 
based research initiatives and practicing accountability through ethnographic survey 

(DeVries 2013; Mickel and Knodell 2015). The Khirbet al-Mukhayyat Community 
Based Archaeology Program is among these initiatives, applying a grassroots-

accountability model in order to promote community input at all levels of the 
archaeological process. 

Project Model/Goals 

The Khirbet al-Mukhayyat Community Based Archaeological Program, hereafter 

KMCBAP, directed by Jenny Lewis of Simon Fraser University in association with 
Wilfred Laurier University’s Town of Mt. Nebo Archaeological Project Field School 

Project, Directed by Dr. Debra Foran. As previously stated, this is a community based 
collaborative project and takes place in Madaba, Jordan, near the village of Faysaliyah 

(Fig. 7). This project seeks to build on the archaeological research previously conducted 
in the region by viewing the ancient settlements through the lens of a cultural landscape, 

while incorporating community needs and research objectives with their own in the form 
of a reciprocal partnership with the local stakeholders and descendants (Lewis 2014). 

Based on preliminary interviews of local community members, interviewees expressed 
interest in participating in this research project, with interests in traditional foods and 

activities, as well as archaeological excavation (Fig. 8) and showed interest into how this 
would stimulate economic growth.  
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The interviews referred to previously were conducted during phase one of 
KMCBAP’s four phase plan, and were designed to (a) introduce and discuss the nature, 

purpose, and scope of the project; (b) collect feedback from community members 
regarding study scope; and (c) refine project methods based on community input (Lewis 

Figure 7: Khirbet Al-Mukhayyat Project Area Locator Map 

Figure 8: Local community members and field school students participate in the Town of Nebo Archaeological Project. 
Source: http://www.townofneboproject.com/ 
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2014), and served to taper the project plans and goals to align with those of the 

community. The subsequent phases of the project are systematically designed to interface 
with the community throughout the research process; details of this process are shown as 

follows: 

Phase 2 - Collection of Traditional Knowledge, Background Review: 

In this phase community partners and KMCBAP researchers will work 
collaboratively to document specialized traditional use knowledge through 

interviews, and compile historical and contemporary land use maps and data in the 
vicinity. 

Phase 3 - Training; Implementation of Education, Employment, and Research 
Programs: 

This phase builds on the information obtained from the previous phases and 

designates a structure for reassessing the goals and research objectives of 
community member and integrating them into the subsequent stages of research. 

This phase will also be used as a time for training community project participants in 
archaeological theory and methods alongside participants outside the community. 

Phase 4 - Reporting, Analysis, and Deliverables: 

The final phase of this project involves analyzing the data obtained during the 
previous stages and sharing the results with the community participants and 

interested community members and a meeting convened to discuss the results, 
concerns, requests, and any other issues prior to dissemination of final materials. 

Once completed these materials, or deliverables, will be distributed and be made 
accessible to community members through individual members, and the Madaba 

Archaeological Museum or the Department of Antiquities of Jordan, or both.  
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Being able to apply an assessment to a project at its beginning stages like 

KMCBAP provides a tool for a project to compare future assessments to when 
administered in several stages throughout a project’s timespan. This combined with 

KMCBAP’s need for regular input by community members to guide its research process 
makes an assessment tool potentially instrumental in ensuring its success.  
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4 METHODOLOGY & RESULTS 

As introduced in Chapter 1 of this thesis, and discussed throughout Chapter 2, my 
intent is to test theoretical models for assessing collaboration by using data collected 

from interview participants in Greece, in regards to the Parrhasian Heritage Park, and in 
Jordan in regards to the Khirbet al-Mukhayyat Community-Based Archaeology Project. 

The purpose of this assessment is not to “grade” the performance of these projects on 
their collaborative merit, but to test the assessment model and its ability to accurately 

carry out its core functions. These core functions are to (1) Provide a more precise model 
for assessing levels of community engagement, (2) expand an assessment’s capacity for 

qualitative and quantitative components, and (3) account for nuanced patterns of history 
and context by expanding the definition of community. The methods I use to 

operationalize these functions at a glance consist of a simple interview and rubric design, 
but involve complex groupings of the theories discussed earlier in the thesis, which are 

discussed in detail below.  

ASSESSMENT COMPONENTS 

Core Function #1 

 For this assessment there were two theoretical approaches that I thought were the 
most appropriate to apply to these case studies. The collaborative continuum model 

(Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008) makes up the primary level for defining 
community engagement in my model. The ability to measure engagement on a simple, 

yet informative spectrum that ranges from resistance to participation to collaboration is 
useful both as a mechanism of perpetuating a common terminology, and as a favored 

format already used in other assessment models (Welch et al. 2011; Guilfoyle and Hogg 
2015). Levels of community engagement can further be divided into phases categorized 

as either Exclusionary, Oblivious, Naïve, Charitable, Reciprocal, or Generative (Musil 
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2008). These definitions nest neatly within the collaborative spectrum, while also 

incorporating detailed definitions about a project’s community, civic scope, levels of 
knowledge, and benefits. These two definitions working together synergistically with the 

format of the rubric (Fig. 9), the details of which will be discussed more in depth in the 
next section.    

Core Function #2 

The rubric model used for the assessment emulates a similar design as that 

presented in Welch and his colleagues (2011); however, there are key differences that 
allow for a mixture of quantitative and qualitative elements. The rubric is used to define 

the two-tiered levels of community engagement introduced earlier by using the in 
relation to five dimensions of collaboration also defined in Welch et al. (2011). These 

five dimensions are: Information Flow/Type/Amount (I), Engagement Depth and 
Breadth (E), Alignment with Community Values (A), Ownership/Goal Setting (O), and 

Reciprocity (R). The letters in bold represent he letters positioned around the levels of 
community engagement in Figure 9. 

The rubric is fed by data obtained by community interview participants. Unlike 
Welch et al.’s model where interviewees are asked to rank on a scale of one to nine, my 

rubric uses various scales that are determined by the question asked and which 
dimension of collaboration it relates to. Each question has its own scale and association 

with a dimension, which will be discussed in more detail at a later time, but as an 
example question number 13 reads: 

13. To what extent do you feel you were responsible for designing the project goals/outcomes? 
Not at All A Little  Somewhat A Lot  Almost Completely 
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In this example, a question applies to the dimension “ownership/goal setting.” In this 

scenario the participant’s answer, or Respondent X (RX), could range from a score of 
zero to four. Just as in the Welch et al. model, the scores are used to determine a 

percentage, but because they are not all on a scale of nine, their actual score divided by 
their possible score is what determines the percentage. As an example, if RX answered 

“a little” for question 13, they would score a one out of a possible four (1/4) for that 
question, resulting in a 25 percent overall for “ownership/goal setting.” Of course in this 

fictional scenario there is only one respondent, where multiple respondents would affect 
the distribution of possible points. Figure 10 demonstrate how the final percent score 

corresponds with the two-tiers of engagement, suggesting the project might be engaging 
the community of levels of “Oblivious/Resistance” (refer to the tables on pages 18 and 

19 for a definition of these terms). 

Figure 7: Assessment Model Conceptualization. Created by Gabrielle Miller. 
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Core Function #3 

 The interview questions designed for this assessment have some context-based, 

follow up questions that give clues to other types of community affiliations that are either 
not considered by the project, or not apparent in the initial selection of participants. For 

the purposes of this study almost all of my participants were chosen at random, so 
conceptions about community affiliation, for the most part, were not inferred. However, 

if a project is intentionally selected community members who are descendants of the 
area’s ancient inhabitants, some of these context-based questions may reveal possibly 

unexpected affiliation based on aggregated data. 

INTERVIEW INSTRUMENTS AND PARTICIPANTS 

 The interview instrument (below) consists of fifteen qualitative questions, five of 

which are designed to correspond with one of the five dimensions of collaboration and as 
a result a score is given to be placed in the rubric assessment. These questions are 

designed to provide an outlet for community input into a project, while simultaneously 
collecting data for project managers and, if desired, the community to use. The 

questionnaire can serve as an initial interest survey, a regular format to “check-in” with a 
community’s expectations, or as a record of progress over time. Questions five, seven, 

eleven, twelve, and thirteen entail quantitative responses that correspond respectively 
with the dimensions Information Flow/Type/Amount, Alignment with Community 

Figure 8: Percentage score relationship to level of community 
engagement. Created by Gabrielle Miller. 
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Values, Engagement Depth and Breadth, Reciprocity, and Ownership/Goal Setting. The 

rest of the questions are designed to help inform the interpreter of this data as to what 
discreet community affiliations may exist, and to jumpstart the problem solving process, 

for example as seen in question fourteen (although snide remarks about those who want 
to receive their information by way of social media belonging ‘millennial’ community 

could also apply…). 
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COMMUNITY INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT 
 

 
1. Do you currently live in this city/region? 

Yes No 
2. How are you connected to this city/region (family, work, etc.)? 
 

3. Do you feel connected to antiquity or the heritage of this region (ways of life, religion, 
etc.)? Please explain. 

Yes No 
4. Please explain your connection to antiquity/heritage in this region: 
  
5. How familiar are you with this project? 

Not at All A Little Somewhat A Lot  Almost Completely 
     
6. How did you first hear about this project (if at all)? 
  
7. Do you think this project will have a positive or negative impact on your 
community/lifestyle? 

Positive  Neutral/Indifferent  Negative 
8. Please explain why you think this project will have a positive or negative impact on your 
community/lifestyle: 
 
9. What aspects of this project do you like, if any? 
 
10. What aspects of this project do you dislike, if any? 
 
11. Have you been involved in working at or helping with this project? How involved do 
you consider yourself? 

Not at All A Little Somewhat A Lot  Almost Completely 
     
12. How much would you want to be involved in volunteering/working with this project in 
the future? 

Not at All A Little Somewhat A Lot  Almost Completely 
     
13. To what extent do you feel you were responsible for designing the project 
goals/outcomes? 

Not at All A Little Somewhat A Lot  Almost Completely 
     
14. How would you like to receive more information about this project in the future? 
 
15. Additional feedback/comments  
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The projects in Greece and Jordan yielded 10 participants for each round of 

interviews, all of whom resided in or were visiting the project’s area of impact. All but 
two interviewees (out of twenty) were chosen at random, and the two that were not were 

due to reasons of cultural appropriateness. Because of the size of the survey, the scores 
do not accurately depict general community opinions and values in the way a more 

involved survey could. Given this area of concern, project data were analyzed based on 
proportions (i.e., the project scored higher in area A than area B), and by the increase and 

decrease of scores based on community affiliation groupings. The interview questions 
gathered sufficient data to obtain discrete information about the participants’ general area 

of residence, connection to past inhabitants of the archaeological sites, and non-specific 
demographic information, without obtaining unnecessary personal identifiers. Each 

participant gave their consent to participate in the research after they were informed 
about the purpose of this study and what their responses would be used for. All 

participants were informed that they could refuse participation or end the interview at 
any moment without penalty, and some did. This information is not specific enough to 

jeopardize the anonymity of the interviewees1, but was specific enough to allow for the 
use of the assessment according to different levels and types of communities. This type 

of contextual information had noticeable impacts on the results of the assessment, of 
which an example of these results is discussed below. 

RESULTS/ANALYSIS 

The Parrhasian Heritage Park of the Peloponnesos 

Based on the interview responses from all participants associated with the project, 
the results indicated that the areas where the project had the highest levels of engagement 

                                                           
1 Form 309: Human Subjects Determination Form was submitted to the University of Arizona Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) to determine if the project required IRB approval. The IRB determined that the research would not 
produce generalizable knowledge, and was therefore labeled as “excluded” from the IRB process. 
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occurred at the Alignment and Reciprocity levels of the spectrum (Table 6), suggesting 

that the community members generally approve of the idea of the creation of the PHP, 
and that there is a high level of interest in various levels of participation with 

archaeological and heritage based activities. The results also revealed that the project 
scored lowest in the areas of Information, Engagement, and Ownership. Results like this 

provide a perfect example of how this assessment could be used to problematize 
unsatisfactory performance in an area. There are several factors at play here that allow 

for a deeper understanding of the raw data. For example, at the level of Information, 
initial results suggest that not many people know about the PHP, or feel privy to details 

of its plans. However, when location of the interview is taken into account, about half of 
the interviewees were interviewed near the village where the most amount of community 

engagement has taken place, and the other half in a village located miles away. This does 
not necessarily mean that the data are irrelevant, on the contrary, it reveals that location 

is important when it comes to information flow and exchange. If less than half of the 
community feels like they have sufficient access to information and half of those 

members live further away from the project’s core, future planning can involve finding 
better ways to spread the information to other villages within the impact area. 

Additionally, if many of those respondents indicated that they would like to receive 
information about the project via the internet, which in this case they did, future plans 

can include setting up and email newsletter or a Facebook account (if appropriate). 
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One other way to test this is to create a “community affiliation” with the given 

data where respondents who do not live near the core of the project are excluded from 
this grouping. Comparing the results based on that scenario there was average 23.3% 

increase in all categories (Figs. 11 and 12). By creating a sub-community, in this 
example called a “local community,” the assessment revealed the project to be regarded 

as more participatory by those who were more closely related to the project 
geographically. 

Table 6: PHP Community Assessment Rubric Results 
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Figure 10: PHP 'General Community' Grouping Results 
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Figure 9: PHP 'Local Community' Results 
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The Khirbet al-Mukhayyat Community-Based Archaeology Project 

Based on the interview responses from all participants associated with KMCBAP, 

the results indicated that the project had the highest levels of engagement at the 
Alignment and Reciprocity levels of the spectrum (Table 7), similar to the PHP result. 

This result, however, is interesting given the fact that every community member felt very 
positively about the impact this project could have on the community (Fig. 13). This 

score prompted me to review some of the answers to the follow up questions asked 
during the interviews. Many respondents in this set of interviews generally had two main 

reasons for their belief that the project would have a positive impact. The most common 
reason was the economy, and community members were confident that this 

archaeological project would provide jobs and bring prosperity to the local economy. A 
second reason was less common, but very interesting. Those who have worked on local 

archaeological projects before stated that a positive impact from the project was the 
cultural and religious exchange. Madaba is a city where Christianity and Islam have long 

existed together as a community, and the respondents drew the comparison of that 
relationship with the relationships the built with the North American archaeologists and 

students that have worked there in the past. The lowest score occurred in the area of 
Ownership. However, in light of the current phase of the project this make sense. A 

possible application of this knowledge prior to the next phase is to monitor that score if a 
second round of interviews is conducted. In this case one would expect Ownership scores 

to increase after the completion of the project’s second phase, due to the scheduled plans 
for community meetings. Due to its early stage and community engagement model, the 

KMCBAP is the ideal candidate for testing this form of assessment incrementally 
throughout each phase of the project.  
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Information Engagement Alignment Ownership Reciprocity

R1 2 3 2 0 4 11

R2 3 0 2 1 2 8

R3 4 4 2 4 4 18

R4 2 3 2 1 3 11

R5 2 1 2 0 3 8

R6 3 4 2 0 4 13

R7 4 4 2 2 4 16

R8 1 2 2 0 1 6

R9 2 1 2 0 3 8

R10 2 1 2 0 3 8

25 23 20 8 31

Information Engagement Alignment Ownership Reciprocity

%Totals 63% 58% 100% 20% 78%

Naive 

Participation

Naive 

Participation

Generative 

Collaboration

Oblivious 

Resistance

Reciprocal 

Collaboration

Information Engagement Alignment Ownership Reciprocity

%Totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Community Assessment Results

Table 7: KMCBAP Community Assessment Rubric Results 
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Figure 11: KMCBAP 'General Community' Grouping Results 
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5 CONCLUSIONS 

 

“… It is a matter of critical mass and creating a disciplinary expectation 
that will take archaeologists to the generative level, where the civic scope 
is that of civic prosperity, and the benefits accrue not just in the present, 
but the future as well.”  

- Little 2007 
 

Although an analysis based on data representative of broader communities within 

my two case study areas was not possible, I learned a lot through the process of 
conducting the interviews and analyzing the data. Methodologically, there are parts of 

my assessment that are useful, parts that should be improved upon, and parts that I think 
will always be central to improving collaborative practices.  

Having the opportunity to test an assessment framework that includes various 
definitions and levels of community engagement solidified my views on the importance 

of both identifying and defining levels of community engagement. Using the term 
“collaborate” as a broad term for community involvement is not sufficient for truly 

understanding the type of relationship a researcher has with the communities they engage 
with. Relationships between two individuals can reach unfathomable levels of 

complexity, where miscommunication, unmet expectations, and lack of power sharing 
can spell disaster for any personal or professional relationship.  More so can 

archaeologists encounter trouble when trying to manage all of these elements and not 
have the tools to do so. Having language to define these complex issues becomes a 
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crucial tool for any researcher who wants to engage with a community at any depth 

deeper than slapping the term “collaborative” on a grant proposal. 

A surprising outcome of this research was the extent to which for both projects 
that contextually driven results were necessitated by identifying groupings of participants 

based on several definitions of communities. The assessment model that I used to 
develop my own model did not emphasize enough how important understanding context 

is to interpreting this kind of data. I assumed qualitative interview questions would 
provide the perfect recipe for contextualizing numerical data. However, I did not take 

into account the power of community affiliation, and its ability to show up in the 
numbers. In seeking predetermined definitions of community, I was surprised by the 

ability of the assessment model to reveal patterns that were not at first apparent.  

The model of the assessment has great potential for application elsewhere, and to 
be applied to a larger interview base. However, this project revealed that the 

administering of the assessment was in many ways as valuable, if not more valuable, 
than the results. The assessment certainly is a strong management too, and provides a 

voice for the participants involved in a project. I found that interviewing community 
members revealed an appreciation for having an outlet to be heard, and an eagerness for 

participation on a collaborative level. 
I think the strengths of an assessment model such as this lie in its ability to 

provide archaeologists and researchers: 

 A forum for community feedback 

 A self-reflexive project management model 

 A semi-regular reporting tool  

 A more holistic understanding of relationship trends overtime 

 A more democratized process  
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With the aid of various forms of digital technology, tools like these can increase 

the scope of such surveys exponentially beyond the limited sample size of this project. 
Mobile applications, survey software, and other forms of digital data collection could be 

a future application of this type of tool for use by archaeologists, cultural and natural 
resource managers, and researchers involved in collaborative work across many 

disciplines to make assessment an easy, manageable, and regular practice. 

FINAL REMARKS 

 It is encouraging to see the amount of publications concerning collaborative, 
public, and civically engaged archaeologies skyrocket just over two years I have been in 

my MA program. Surprisingly, since 2015 assessing archaeology has become a popular 
subject in publications, at conferences, and for thesis projects. The increase in this 

subject’s popularity demonstrates a scholarly commitment to not just preaching 
collaboration, but acting on it by developing more and more ways to remain accountable 

to the many publics we engage. I hope that these developments lead to more 
collaborations between archaeologists in improving on each other’s ideas and developing 

new tools that can benefit communities and improve and strengthen the discipline 
moving forward. 
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